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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


THURSDAY, MAY 24, 1951 


Unitrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTER OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Hayden, O’Mahoney, Ellender, Cordon, and 
Young. 


SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


CONSTRUCTION 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN B. SLOAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMIS- 
SION, AND OSCAR A. MOORE, GENERAL MANAGER, GREENWOOD 
COUNTY ELECTRIC POWER COMMISSION 


PROPOSED GREENWOOD LINE 


Senator Haypen. I understand that Mr. Sloan, chairman of the 
Greenwood Cooperative, and Mr. Moore, the general manager, want 
to make some very brief remarks. You may proceed, Mr. Sloan. 

Mr. Stoan. Mr. Chairman, in view of the statements made by the 
other utility companies yesterday afternoon we would like to make a 
few remarks. We are a utility ourselves, we are owned by the county 
of Greenwood, and we have generation plants and steam plants on the 
Saludas River out about 18 miles from Greenwood. We are the boys 
commonly known as the Buzzards Roost group, the guinea pig, where 
the five originally entered an injunction and they all withdrew but 
Duke, and he carried on to a decision in favor of the Government. 
We stood that expense. Anyway, we are county-owned. 

We paid back to the Government every penny they loaned us to 
build that plant. In addition to the operating of this facility, which 
serves four counties, our commission also operates the REA in Green- 
wood County, which is likewise county-owned. We have covered 
Greenwood County almost 100 percent, better than 95 percent. We 
are giving current to everyone who asks for it. 

Senator HaypEen. The first question here as far as this committee 
is concerned is this: The Government is building this new power 
facility down there? 

Mr. Stoan. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEen. It is going to come in in a year and a half or 2 
years when it is finished. You as a public utility are one of the pre- 
ferred customers that could obtain that power? 
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Mr. Sioan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. As against somebody else? 

Mr. Stoan. That is right. 

Senator Haypen. The question is how are we going to get that 
power from where it is generated to serve you? 

Mr. Sitoan. That is what we want to speak about. 

Senator Haypen. So far as the committee is concerned [ think you 
have heard them all express themselves. They are not so much con- 
cerned with how that current actually travels, whether it travels over 
a Government transmission line or over a private utility-transmission 
line, so long as you get it at the cheapest possible rate consistent with 
good business management as is provided by law. Does it make any 
difference to you if the power comes to you at the same rate whether 
it comes over a transmission line owned by the Government or whether 
it comes over a transmission line owned by a private utility? 
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WHEELING CONTRACT 


Mr. Stoan. Provided we are the private utility to own the line. 

We have a firm contract for 5,000. 
Senator HaypEeNn. But your co-op will not own the line from where 

you take the power to the dam—that will belong to Southeastern? 

Mr. Sitoan. We have a contract with Southeastern to deliver the 
power to our transformers in Greenwood. We propose to put in 
transformers of 30,000 kilowatts capacity in order that we may par- 
ticipate in anything, any power, in excess of the firm contracts which 
would be our right under the contract. A copy of the contract is in 
your file; it is not very long. 

I want to say just briefly that if the Government does not fulfill its 
contract with us and build a line that there is no alternative except 
that we build a line, and we will build a line ourselves. We do not 
want Mr. Duke to come in and be concerned there and South Carolina 
Gas & Electric Co. to tell us what we can do. We will build our 
own. line. 

Now I would like Mr. Moore to make a short statement. 

Senator HaypEn. Fine. 

Mr. Moore. We did not believe you gentlemen were quite clear 
on it; it was spoken of as REA. We are a public power body there. 

To give you a true picture, I will give you my back ground. I 
started with the Alabama Power Co., and I see some good friends 
here, in 1923 with one of the largest steam plants they had. I fol- 
lowed on with those gentlemen until 1940 and came over to Green- 
wood. I was a graduate from Auburn, Alabama. 

The fact is mentioned of this 5,000, was mentioned yesterday 
afternoon. Why the 5,000? After studies we found it was uneco- 
nomic for us to go into a large demand contract. We went into 5,000 
because it was the most economic thing to do and we put in a large 
bank where we might operate back and forth in a working agreement. 
It was brought out yesterday afternoon J believe by Mr. McMeekin 
that they were building a line up to McCormick. He had in mind 
5,000 because he stated that he did not think it was necessary to build 
the other 22 miles on to Greenwood, meaning that it is in his mind that 
5,000 is all we had in our mind, and the lines are there now to shoot it 
in a round-about way to get it to us. 
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We do not have that 5,000, we are looking for growth and trying to 
take care of our area. We operate the thing as ethically as we can. 
We do not go to Duke and try to take their customers, and they are 
ethical with us. In tight times we went to Duke and made arrange- 
ments with one of their old customers and gave them back. Just to 
let you know we are in an ethical game, not to try to take customers 
away. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Corpon. What is the comparison between your rates and 
the company? 

Mr. Moore. We are wholesale only to REA’s in four counties and 
municipalities. The rates are comparative. 

Senator Corpon. What do you mean by that, they might be com- 
parative but they might be low or they might be high? 

Mr. Moore. Our rates are slightly lower. The old rate that got 
into the section there it will about hold. If a company would get 
about 100-percent load factor and they are hitting about 80 now, they 
are such a large customer it is about economic for them to build a 
business there at the old. Duke’s rates might be slightly lower, but 
in the bracket, say, up to 5,000, our rates are somewhat low. 

Senator Corpon. Are your rates set by any State authority? 

Mr. Moore. They are not set by any State Authority, but we stay 
in line. 

Senator Corpon. Are private utility companies set by a State 
authority? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. Whether you stay im line and operate ethically 
is a matter of your judgment and not one of control, right? 

Senator O’Manonry. You advocate the building ‘of these trans- 
mission lines? 

Mr. Moore. We advocate the building of the lines, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. Why? 

Mr. Moore. We entered into a contract. Just to briefly bring you 
up to date on that, since the beginning, as our brief statement shows 
yesterday, we did not want to take up too much of your time; we 
hoped to be heard in one page and let you gentlemen go about your 
business. 

Senator O’Manonry. This is our business. 

Mr. Moors. Our case was not quite clear. Dating back to 1948 
we wrote Secretary of the Interior Krug and stated that we were 
interested in that power and on the record stated that we would 
build a transmission line in 1948. We followed through until South- 
eastern was established, which was the earliest possible time to deal 
with anybody who was the marketing agent for that power. We 
entered into a contract with them. We were told that the power was 
coming to us in Greenwood. We kind of dropped the expansion 
program of a generating plant and what transmission-line program 
we had depending on the Government. That is the reason we want 
the line. We have contracted, and it is supposed to be put there 
to us according to the contract. 

Senator Corpon. What you w ant is the power delivered at Green- 
wood to you—Federal power? 

Mr. Moore. That is right. We are a preference customer and we 
believe in private enterprise if that is possible. 

83686—51—pt. 168 
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Senator Corpon. That could be brought in there by private enter- 
ey and, if it did not cost you anything, you would be willing to do 
that? 

Mr. Moore. As I stated at the beginning, we were offering to build 
the transmission lines in the beginning. As Mr. Sloan stated, if the 
Government cannot live up to the contract they signed with us there 
is no alternative for us except to be on the line. Now they state, 
I mean by they, speaking of this 5,000, that they would deliver to us, 
but you gentlemen know what a working agreement means between 
two companies, the flexibility of one getting into trouble and things 
like that, emergency power or breakdown power. All companies 
help each other nowadays; they have to. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENTS OF HARLLEE BRANCH, JR., PRESIDENT, AND 
CHARLES A. COLLIER, VICE PRESIDENT, GEORGIA POWER CO., 
ATLANTA, GA. 


SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION TTEMS 


Senator Haypen. I have a letter here from Senator Walter F. 
George, reading as follows: 


As chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, I must look after the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951 in the Senate, and I am therefore taking this 
means of introducing to the subcommittee Mr. Harllee Branch, president of the 
Georgia Power Co., who will testify. 

I have known Mr. Branch and his family for many years. His distinguished 
father recently retired as a member of the Civil Aeronautics Board. Mr. Harllee 
Branch is a young man of high character and ability, and, since I am unable to 
personally appear, I am pleased to present him in this manner to your subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. Branch’s company has ably served and is continuing to render good service 
to Georgia and vicinity. It is progressive and a very vital utility in the State. 

I shall be glad for you to make this letter a part of the record of the hearings 
on the Interior Department appropriation bill. 


You come very well introduced, Mr. Branch. 

Mr. Brancn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HaypEen. You have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Brancu. I have submitted to the committee, Mr. Chairman, 
asummary of my testimony. J] am going to try to adapt my testimony 
to some of the questions which I heard yesterday which I believe in- 
dicated your interest. I will follow that in general, but I may inter- 
polate to some extent. 

Senator Haypren. You may do so. 

(The summarv statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HARLLEE BRANCH, JR., PRESIDENT, GEORGIA Power Co., 
ATLANTA, GA. 


At the time of the hearings before the subcommittee of the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives the Southeastern Power Administration 
had requested appropriations during the fiscal year 1952 for commencing the con- 
struction of transmission lines from the Clark Hill Reservoir project on the Savan- 
nah River to Augusta, Ga.; from the Clark Hiil Reservoir project to Macon, Ga.; 
and from Macon, Ga., to Barneyville, Ga. These lines were to consist of approx- 
imately 259 miles of 115- and 230-kilovolt transmission lines which paralleled the 
existing lines of the Georgia Power Co. In addition, the SEPA had requested a 
permanent indefinite appropriation in the nature of a continuing fund of $200,000 
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“to defray expenses of rental of facilities and purchase of electric power and 
energy” and for “‘emergency expenses necessary to insure continuity of electric 
service and continuous operation of Government facilities in said area.” 

The House Committee on Appropriations denied all funds for transmission 
lines from the Clark Hill Federal Reservoir project in the Savannah River Basin 
and the House concurred. The House committee also modified the wording of 
the proposed continuing fund so that it would “‘be available to defray only emer- 
gency expenses and those necessary under unusual circumstances to insure con- 
tinuity of electric service and continuous operation of Government facilities in 
the area.’”’?’ The committee reduced the amount of the fund to $50,000 and stated 
specifically, “It is not to be available for the rental of transmission or related 
facilities as regular operations, nor is it to be available for the purchase of electric 
power and energy to firm up the Government’s system.’’ The House approved 
the committee recommendations. 

Insofar as our territory is concerned, we feel that there is no justification for 
changing the language of the appropriation acts heretofore dealing with the 
Southeastern Power Administration so as to now convert that agency, which was 
set up as a marketing agency, into a power-operating enterprise, thus enabling it 
to build, acquire, and operate transmission lines, tie lines, and appurtenant facil- 
ities constituting a complete power transmission system, duplicating, as the map 
shows, existing facilities. 

We are especially apprehensive about the $200,000 continuing fund, because we 
know, as this committee knows, that such a fund would be a permanent, continuing 
appropriation, limited only by the total revenues from Federal reservoir projects 
in a 10-State area and which revenue the Administrator has estimated will be in 
excess of $4,000,000 during the fiscal vear 1952. 

We know that the fund, as it was set up in the proposed budget request, may be 
used, through rentals or other devices, to ultimately acquire and to operate and 
maintain transmission lines and other related facilities without any further legisla- 
tive approval by the Congress. 

We also wish to register our opposition to the $100,000 planning fund, should 
any of that fund be devoted or used for the purpose of planning lines to be located 
within the State of Georgia, inasmuch as there is no necessity for such lines, and, 
therefore, no necessity for the expenditure of taxpayers’ moneys for lines which it 
is unnecessary for the Government to build. 

It is our understanding that the Department of the Interior is not requesting 
the restoration of funds for transmission lines in Georgia. However, it is reported 
that there are others who may testify in favor of the restoration of funds for 
transmission lines in Georgia, and in view of this possibility we wish briefly to 
outline the reasons for Georgia Power Co.’s opposition to such restoration: 

1. The SEPA was established as a power-marketing agency. The additional 
authority requested would increase its activities and permit the construction of 
tie lines, transmission lines, and other appurtenances which would duplicate 
existing facilities in the territory served by the Georgia Power Co. 

2. The Georgia Power Co. is now providing adequate service throughout its 
area, Its rates are among the lowest in the Nation. The service is good. There 
are no industries waiting to be served and none have failed to establish plants in 
the area due to a lack of adequate power. The company’s relation with its 
customers is excellent, and there is no substantial complaint from anyone. 

3. The company has consistently expanded its facilities, doubling its capacity 
within the past 9 years. Its plans call for continued expansion to meet all known 
needs, both civilian and military. As additional civilian and military needs are 
made known to us, arrangements will be made to take care of them. If new 
facilities are required, the company can provide them with relatively minor 
additions to its existing system, thereby conserving materials and manpower 
which would be required under SEPA’s plan. 

4. The company has promoted the formation and assisted in the growth of the 
REA’s and municipally owned distribution systems. It has spent several million 
dollars in furnishing them assistance during the past 15 years, and the relation- 
ship between the company and these customers is most satisfactory. These 
customers have also shared equally with other customers in the benefits of the 
better home towns program of the company. In addition to sponsoring thousands 
of community-betterment projects this program, which is financed by the com- 
pany, has, during the past 6 years, assisted in the establishment of 12,262 new 
manufacturing plants and service establishments in Georgia with an investment 
of $303,275,438. These industries employ 81,007 people with an annual payroll 
of $158,594,025 and have contributed immeasurably to the social and economic 
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life of the State as is evidenced by Government economic statistics, and hundreds 
of editorials, news items, magazine articles, and letters. 

5. With a minimum of additions to its present transmission network, the com- 
pany can receive all of the power allocated for use within its area from the Federal 
reservoir projects and make it available to preference customers throughout the 
area at uniform rates. Any similar arrangement provided under the legislation 
requested by SEPA would require a duplication of much of the transmission 
network of the company and, in addition to the expenditures of large sums of 
money, the use of manpower and large quantities of copper, aluminum, steel, and 
other critical materials now in short supply. 

6. Under date of March 24, 1950, the Georgia Power Co., and its associates, 
submitted a proposal to SEPA which would assure the distribution of all Federal 
reservoir power allocated for use within the area, under the preference and other 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. This proposal provided 
for lower rates to the preference customers than could be made available under a 
Government owned and operated transmission network and was later modified 
to provide that the Government shall designate those entitled to preference under 
the above statute. It further provided that the Government could at any time 
build transmission lines to serve any preference customers who wished to deal 
directly with the Government. It also provided that the Government could, at 
any time on 3 years notice, cancel the contract in its entirety. The SEPA Ad- 
ministrator verbally rejected the proposal on August 14, 1950. This rejection 
was confirmed by a letter from the Administrator dated September 8, 1950, in 
which he submitted a proposed contract which would require the company to 
transmit power for the account of the Government, surrender its customers to 
SEPA, and agree to furnish the Government such steam-generated power and 
energy as might be needed to supplement Government sources in serving these 
customers: This proposal was, of course, not acceptable to the company, since 
it would result in the surrender of customers and markets developed by the com- 
pany over many years at a cost of millions of dollars without any benefit to the 
preference customers or to the taxpayers. A counterproposal, meeting all re- 
quirements of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and assuring the distri- 
bution of Federal reservoir power to the largest number of preference customers 
at the lowest possible cost, has been submitted to SEPA, and negotiations are 
now in progress. 

We realize that the Government must have an organization for marketing the 
power generated at Federal reservoir projects. With the understanding that this 
was the purpose of the SEPA, we did not oppose legislation which provided for its 
establishment and are glad to have its headquarters in the State of Georgia. 

We believe that the House appropriation of $275,000 for “Operation and main- 
tenance”’ during the fiscal year 1952, which will provide for the maintenance of the 
SEPA office including salaries, travel expenses, etc., for approximately 55 perma- 
nent Government positions, is ample to carry out the marketing function for which 
SEPA was established. As a matter of fact, the SEPA Administrator has re- 
quested only $126,214 for power marketing during the fiscal year 1952, which is 
less than 3 percent of the total appropriations that were originally requested, 
exclusive of the continuing fund. 

There is no justification for increasing the authority of SEPA so as to enable it 
to build or acquire and operate tie lines, transmission lines, and appurtenant 
facilities constituting a complete power-transmission system within the State of 
Georgia, thus duplicating existing facilities. To provide funds for the planning of 
such power systems is likewise unnecessary and unjustified. 

A study of the record shows that once the authority is given and the plans are 
prepared that such action becomes a powerful and continuing level for additional 
funds for materializing the plans. It further shows that, after the authority is 
given, it is most difficult for Congress to limit or withdraw it. 

We urge that the committee concur in the provisions of the Interior Department 
appropriation bill for 1952 (H. R. 3790) as recommended by the House Committee 
on Appropriations and enacted by the House of Representatives insofar as it— 

1. Denies any funds for the planning or construction of tie lines, transmission 
lines, substations, or any pertinent facilities for transmitting or distributing elec- 
tric power and energy within the area served by the Georgia Power Co., and 

2. Revises the language of the proposed continuing fund so as to prevent the 
use of the fund for the rental of transmission or related facilities as regular opera- 
tions or the purchase of electric power and energy to firm up power generated at 
Federal reservoir projects, which is allocated for distribution in the area served 
by the Georgia Power Co. 
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We further urge that the language of the Interior Department Appropriation 
Act of 1951, which limits the activities of SEPA to ‘‘marketing electric power and 
energy produced or to be produeed at multiple-purpose projects of the Corps of 
Engineers, Department of the Army.” be reenacted in the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act of 1952 and that the wording requested which would expand 
its activities to include ‘‘Operation and maintenance of power transmission 
facilities’ be denied. 


POWER POLICY DISCUSSED 


Mr. Brancu. Mr. Chairman and Senators, my name is Harllee 
Branch, Jr.; I am president of the Georgia Power Co., and I reside in 
Atlanta, Ga., where I have lived all my life. 

I am here before you gentlemen today on a matter of vital impor- 
tance to my company, the Georgia Power Co., and its associated 
companies and, we believe, a matter of vital importance also to the 
entire State of Georgia. It relates, as all of the testimony that you 
have been hearing has, to the matter of transmission in our territory 
of electric power generated at hydroelectric reservoir projects built 
and operated by the Federal Government. 

As I understood the inquiries of your committee yesterday and the 
statements of individual attitudes and policy by some of the members 
of the committee, I take it to be the continuing interest of your group 
to see that public power does not displace or replace private power, 
but that you do conceive it to be your duty and that you and your 
colleagues in the Congress of the United States wish to see that power, 
incidentally produced at Federal reservoir projects, is made available 
to the widest possible number of preference customers over the 
largest possible area under circumstances which will eliminate any 
possibility of monopoly control of that power by any private utility 
or group of private utilities, and to see that that power is made avail- 
able to those preference customers at the lowest possible rates and in 
accordance with the directives which you set up in section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. 

I want to discuss our situation not only as it exists today, but as it 
has historically existed in our area, and I think the sum total of my 
remarks will demonstrate to your committee, and I hope through 
your committee to the Senate of the United States, that you have no 
occasion to worry and therefore no occasion to appropriate taxpayers’ 
money for the construction of duplicating transmission facilities in 
our area in order to achieve the purposes that you have indicated are 
of interest to you, and which I readily concede should be, as it is your 
responsibility. 

1 testified regarding this matter of appropriations for the South- 
eastern Power Administration before the Subcommittee on Interior 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives. At that time I 
called attention to the fact that the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion was requesting the appropriation of large sums of taxpayers’ 
money to be used in planning and building electric transmission lines 
in Georgia with the ultimate aim of the Federal Government selling 
electricity in Georgia direct to preference and other customers. j 
pointed out that the funds then requested by the Southeastern Power 
Administration were only the initial steps; that the effect of this 
agency’s program would be to expend millions of dollars of tax money 
and vast amounts of critical and short materials for a wholly unneces- 
sary and unjustified purpose 
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TRANSMISSION LINES, GEORGIA 


T pointed out that sufficient transmission lines already exist in 
Georgia and whenever and wherever extensions or additions to those 
lines are deemed necessary they can and they will be provided without 
one penny’s cost to the Federal Government. 

I testified that the Georgia Power Co., which serves practically the 
entire State of Georgia, and its affiliated companies of the Southern 
Co. group serving in the States of Alabama, a portion of Florida and 
a portion of Mississippi, had offered to transmit and deliver any and 
all power available from Federal reservoir projects within their service 
areas to preference customers designated by the Administrator of the 
Southeastern Power Administration, and I wish to underscore this 
next statement, at a lower price to those customers than the Federal 
Government can possibly do the job. 

Senator Haypen. At about what rate would that be? 

Mr. Brancu. We have made rough calculations based on our pro- 
posal, sir, and it appears to our engineers that the cost of transmitting 
the power, after the price is set at the switchboard of the plant by 
the Southeastern Power Administration, will be only a fraction of a 
mill. You gentlemen have heard a mill, 2 mills and more for trans- 
mitting power. Ours would be only a fraction of a mill. 

Senator Corpon. How big a fraction of a mill? A fraction could 
be a very small portion or it could be almost a mill? 

Mr. Brancu. May I say a very minor portion, on the order of 
something less than half a mill? 

Senator Corpon. That is rather a strong statement standing alone. 

Mr. Branca. I am going to try to support it, Senator Cordon. 


WHEELING CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS 


Senator Corpon. Supposing you were wheeling that power 100 
miles, could you do that under a mill? 

Mr. Brancu. Under our proposal it makes no difference how far 
the power is transmitted. Under our proposal the Southeastern 
Power Administrator would set the price of the power at the switch- 
board in accordance with the directives of our Congress for proper 
amortization of the project. He would make that price known to us. 
We would at that point take the power into our facilities, and we 
would transmit it wherever it needed to go to serve preference cus- 
tomers designated by the Southeastern Power Administrator with the 
addition of only transmission losses and marginal handling costs, with 
no return to us on the transmission facilities used. Our estimate, 
under our proposal, sir, and I think it will be borne out. by the engi- 
neering studies of the Administration or any engineer that studies it, 
is that under that kind of an arrangement the power would be delivered 
after allowing for transmission losses, to the ultimate preference cus- 
tomer at less than one-half a mill above the price the Southeastern 
Power Administrator sets on it at the project. 

I know that sounds low, sir, I tell you there is no parallel to this 
proposal so far as we have been able to find anywhere in the United 
States, and that the proposal is no Johnnie-come-lately affair. 

Senator O’Manonery. For how long a period would this offer stand? 

Mr. Brancn. You mean for acceptance? It stands available to 
them at any time, it has been available to them in writing since the 
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Southeastern Power Administration was created, and there was 
somebody to talk to. The proposal was made to them on March 24, 
1950. It had been informally discussed by representatives of our 
company and representatives of the Interior Department prior to 
that time. If the contract is entered into on that basis it has been 
suggested that it be for a 15-year period with a 3-year cancellation 
privilege i in case the Federal Government desires to exercise it. 

Senator O’Manonry. How about renewal? 

Mr. Brancu. It would be available for renewel at the end of that 
time. 

Senator O’Manoney. What rates? 

Mr. Brancu. Fifteen years, with a 3-year cancellation right vested 
in the Federal Government. 

Senator O’Manonry. How about renewals? 

Mr. Brancu. It will be available for renewal; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. At the same rates? 

Mr. Brancu. Well, it would be the same rates unless the Federal 
Government adjusts those rates. Our rates would be fixed by the 
contract, the transmitting rates. 

Senator O’MAHONEY. "They would be fixed for the period of the 
contract. How about on renewals of the contract? Frequently, of 
course, when contracts are subject to renewal they are subject to 
change of terms. 

Mr. Brancu. I understand, Senator O’ Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is there a reservation in the proposed con- 
tract of a right to change the terms? 

Mr. Brancu. There is no reservation in the contract of a right to 
change those terms. 

Senator O’Manonry. Have you filed your letter and the proposed 
contract with the committee? 

Mr. Brancu. It is in the booklet of exhibits, and consists of a 
letter to the Southeastern Power Administrator dated March 24, 1950, 
to which is attached a condensed outline of a ee contract. 

(The letter and outline referred to are as follows 

GeEorGIA Power Co., 
Atlanta, March 24, 1950. 
Mr. Ben W. Crem, 


Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, 
Power Division, Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Crem: We wish to submit for your consideration a broad plan for 
the distribution and integration of all of the power and all of the capacity that 
might be available from Clark Hill, Buford, and Jim Woodruff power projects, or 
any subsequent Government reservoir power projects in the area of the Georgia 
Power Co., or in that of any of its three sister companies. 

Such a plan as is outlined on the attached severely condensed memorandum can 
be consummated either with all the companies comprising the Southern Co. 
group, or with each company individually, as may be desired. Too, if desired, the 
Allatoona contract could also be embodied into such an agreement, thus bringing 
all the present and proposed reservoir power projects under a single contractual 
agreement. 

You will appreciate that many details must be arranged to incorporate into 
final contract form each one of the sections contained in the memorandum at- 
tached, as the attached memorandum gan only establish general policies for work- 
ing out details of the final contract. Therefore, after you have had an oppor- 
tunity to review the attached, I would appreciate your communicating with me 
so that we can undertake discussions as to details that would enter into the final 
agreement. 

When an agreement embodying the provisions outlined in the memorandum is 
consummated, such agreement will conform to every single feature contained in 
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section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. It eliminates the necessity for 
duplication of facilities, and at the same time, will insure that all benefits accruing 
from these projects will be passed on the ultimate consumer to the very greatest 
possible extent, over the widest possible area, and at the lowest possible ultimate 
power cost. 

We are, at your convenience, ready to proceed with the work of completion of a 
definitive contract in accordance with the principles outlined in the attached 
memorandum. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
Cuas. A. CoLurmr. 


CONDENSED OUTLINE OF A SuccEsTED Contract BETWEEN GEoRCIA PowER 
Co. anv ITs SistER COMPANIES OF THE SOUTHERN Group, WITH THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT, FOR PowrrR From CuiarK Hii, Jim Wooprurr, Burorp, anp 
OTHER FEDERAL RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN THE AREA 


The contract for the disposition of power from Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, 
Buford, and other Federal reservoir projects under control of the War Department 
must be negotiated under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. The 
suggested contract provisions that follow insure complete conformance with 
that section. 

(1) The companies will purchase at the switchboard all power allocated and 
delivered to them from the Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, Buford, and other Federal 
reservoir projects in their area, as, and if they are completed, at an over-all rate 
for energy and capacity, upon a basis that will be mutually satisfactory. 

(2) The companies will, upon consummation of such a contract, file an optional 
rate schedule with their respective commissions or rate-governing bodies appli- 
cable to all cooperatives; wholesale municipalities; and to Government-owned 
properties with individual demands in excess of 500 kilowatts. This optional 
rate will be equivalent to the weighted average price per kilowatt-hour paid by 
the companies to the Federal Government for capacity and kilowatt-hours of all 
the a delivered to the companies from Federal reservoir projects in the 
Southern Co.’s service area, plus x percent. The electric service is to be metered 
to the preference customers of the companies on either the high or low side of 
substations—whichever is the now prevailing custom. 

(3) All the REA cooperatives, wholesale municipalities, and those Government- 
owned institutions with individual demands in excess of 500 kilowatts, will con- 
tinue to contract with the respective companies, either on basis of their presently 
published applicable rate schedules or upon the optional schedule, as referred to 
above, and will remain customers of the respective companies. 

(4) The amount of power that may be purchased by the preference customers 
under the optional rate shall not exceed the aggregate of the power delivered to 
the companies from the Federal reservoir projects included in the contract, less 
x percent for line losses. If the requirements of the preference customers exceed 
the energy available from the Government plants, the companies will then sell 
to the preference customers all of their additional energy requirements at their 
regularly applicable then existing rate schedules. 

(5) The term of the contract may be for as long a period of time as the Gov- 
ernment wishes, but should be for not less than 15 years, with the right vested 
in the Government to cancel the contracts on 3 years’ notice at its option, if it 
should develop that the preference customers find it to their advantage to pur- 
chase power from the Federal Government direct. 

(6) The Government shall have the right to withdraw blocks of power and 
capacity contracted for by the companies, from time to time, for preference 
customers who prefer to purchase power directly from the Federal Government 
facilities. 

(7) The optional rate schedule referred to in paragraph (2) above will be 
made effective throughout the systems of the respective companies, and upon a 
uniform basis, as Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, and Buford power becomes available. 

If desired the Allatoona contract could be canceled and the power included 
in the above provisions. 


Since that time a definitive contract in furtherance of the proposal 
has been submitted to the Southeastern Power Administration. It 
is now the subject of discussions and negotiations. 

Senator O’Manoney. Negotiations are now in process then? 
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Mr. Brancu. Absolutely, sir; discussions are underway with the 
Department of the Interior and the representatives of the South- 
eastern Power Administration. 

Senator O’Mauonry. This offer has not been rejected then? 


DEFINITIVE CONTRACT REJECTED 


Mr. Brancu. We do not consider that our definitive contract was 
finally rejected. Our original proposal was rejected by Mr. Creim, 
Administrator of the Southeastern Power Administration, and there- 
after the matter has been discussed and is presently being negotiated 
with Mr. Eardley of the Interior Department. 

Senator Corpon. You mean they rejected an offer by you to wheel 
that power or deliver it anywhere to their customers at less than a 
half-mill gross charge? 

Mr. Brancu. Mr. Creim rejected the initial proposal that we made. 

Senator Corpon. Was that the proposal? 

Mr. Brancu. That was the proposal, except that our customers 
would remain as our customers. 

Seantor Corpon. Your answer to my question then is “ Yes’’? 

Mr. Branca. I was going to say that he did reject the proposal of 
March 24, 1950, and he then thereafter rejected the definitive contract 
which was submitted to him, which definitive contract if accepted 
would produce the results I have indicated. 

Senator O’Manonery. But negotiations are still going on? 

Mr. Brancu. Negotiations are still going on. I do not consider 
that there has ever been a final disposition of the proposed definitive 
contract. 

Mr. Couurer. The letter under discussion is on the Georgia Power 
Co. letterhead under date of March 24, 1950. 

Senator Youne. Did Southeastern claim the rate was too high? 

Senator O’Manoney. At any rate, I take it from your answer to 
me just now you did not regard this to be a rejection? 

Mr. Brancu. No, sir; we stated to Mr. Creim——- 

Senator Corpon. What was it if it was not arejection? It was not 
accepted, was it? 

Mr. Brancu. Senator Corpvon. Mr. Creim turned it down and 
publicly announced that it had been rejected. We said our proposal 
still stands, and we cannot believe that the proposal will ultimately 
be rejected. 

Senator Corpon. On what basis was the rejection? 

Mr. Brancu. He stated his rejection of the proposal was that it 
did not in his opinion conform to the policies under which he was to 
dispose of the power. We asked for the specific reasons for his rejec- 
tion and to this date have not received a satisfactory answer. 

I want to call to your attention the fact, because there has been 
much talk of a wheeling contract, that I have carefully checked all of 
the acts and authoritative policy declarations of Congress that I can 
find and I find nowhere a specification that the only way Federal 
project power may be disposed of is by what the Department of the 
Interior has come to call a wheeling contract. However, that word 
has been used so often and has been made into such a fetish that it is 
assumed there is only one kind of a wheeling contract. 
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DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED WHEELING CONTRACT 


If the type of contract commonly referred to by the Interior Depart- 
ment as a wheeling contract is the only kind of a contract which would 
qualify as a wheeling contract, then ours is not a wheeling contract. 
But if the term is used as I understood you gentlemen of the committee 
to use it yesterday, that you are interested in seeing that the power 
from these Federal projects is transported everywhere and whenever 
it is required within a territory for the use and availability of prefer- 
ence customers, the ones you have designated to be the primary bene- 
ficiaries of these developments, and that it shall be made available to 
them without monopolization or control by a private utility and that 
it shall be transmitted to them and made available to them at the 
lowest possible cost, then, if that is what vou gentlemen have meant, 
and I understand such is in your terms a wheeling contract, then ours 
could be termed a wheeling contract. But if you mean as Mr. Creim 
apparently did mean that the only kind of a wheeling contract that is 
acceptable to him is a contract which not only fulfills those require- 
ments and every directive that I can read of the Secretary of the In- 
terior’s policy declaration, but that it must also be accompanied in 
our case for example by not only the achievement of those purposes, 
but the ultimate delivery to him without even the consent of present 
customers of this company, which have been built up over a period of 
25 years, at an expense of millions of dollars, markets and customers 
that did not exist before this company created and assisted in their 
development, and that they must be delivered and become solely the 
customers of the Federal Government, regardless of any wish or desire 
on their part; if that, sir, be a wheeling contract I do not believe the 
Congress ever directed or contemplated any such thing and our pro- 
posal does not qualify. 

Senator Haypen. Let us suppose a case. Supposing that there 
is a city in Georgia now served in a retail way by your company. 

Mr. Brancu. That is right, sir; we serve 588 communities at retail 
and 44 wholesale. 

Senator Haypen. And that city decides that it wants to go munici- 
pal. It can hold an election under the laws of the State of Georgia? 

Mr. Brancn. It can certainly do that. 

Senator Haypen. It goes municipal. Then all of these conditions 
that you have set up in your proposal would apply to it? 


PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


Mr. Brancu. It would not only apply to it under our proposal, sir, 
but our proposal expressly states, in order to avoid any charge of 
monopoly, that first of all the Southeastern Power Administrator as 
the representative of the Government shall control that power by 
telling us how much of it will be delivered to us for delivery to the 
preference customers. He shall also tell us the specific customers 
that power is to be delivered to. He determines, in effect, under the 
contract the price at which it shall be sold to them. He tells us what 
quantities shall be transmitted to them, and then, to avoid any 
suspicion of control, we have given him in our definitive proposal, sir, 
the right to withdraw any or all of that power to serve those customers 
direct if they ever see fit to request service direct, which we do not 
believe will happen. He has every control he could possibly need; 
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Senator Haypren. Who do they pay the money to? 

Mr. Branca. They would remain our customers as they are today 
and pay us, but with no profit to us out of the transaction. We are 
seeking, as any American enterprise, sir, is seeking, to preserve the 
markets that we have created on which I can show you we have spent 
millions of dollars to create. In the case of those which are public 
power agencies, even though they are public power agencies, we have 
spent an estimated $5,000,000 to assist them in building up their 
service, working out their rates, training their home service demon- 
strators, and in extending the use of electricity in their territory and 
to their customers. 

I tell you, sir, no one can come before this committee and state 
that there has ever been a conflict between ourselves and the public 
power groups, the REA, and so forth. 

Senator Haypen. Under the type of wheeling contract that we have 
been talking about the power company transmits power from places 
of generation to the preferred customer where it is used? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HaypEN. And receives compensation for transmitting it? 

Mr. Brancu. We receive only compensation in the ultimate rate 
to the preference customer. 

Senator Haypren. I was describing the kind of contract that we 
call a wheeling contract. 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. 


RATE COLLECTION PROVISION IN CONTRACT 


Senator HaypEen. The company is compensated either in money 


or in peaking power or something, there is adequate compensation 
for carrying that power. Then the public pays, the public power 
company pays, to the United States the money that is fixed in the 
rate for that power? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hayprn. Out of that money, if there was no other way of 
doing it, they would pay you for transmission. One material difference 
then is that you would retain these municipalities and these co-ops 
and others as your customers, and they would pay you and then you 
would pay the entire amount to the Government? 

Mr. Brancn. That is right, sir. 

Senator Haypren. You would be the collecting agency? 

Mr. Brancu. We would be the collecting agency, but the net effect 
to the Government under our proposal, sir, is that there would clear 
into the Federal Treasury to amortize these big projects which we 
think should be built, there would clear into the Federal Treasury 
more money than there would under a straight wheeling contract. 
We would sell the power cheaper to the REA or to the municipality 
than in any other proposal that has ever been submitted. We will 
give those municipalities and the REA co-ops full and complete con- 
trol over the handling of their power and their resale rates, which 
would not be true under a wheeling contract as it has been oftimes 
defined. 

We would not monopolize the power, the Federal Government 
would continue to control it at all times. 
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There are only three differences between our proposal and what has 
come up to be known as a wheeling contract. One of them is the 
surrender of customers who are presently our customers, and his- 
torically our customers, and who have not come before this committee 
_ expressed, so far as I know, any desire to be served by someone 
else. 

Senator Corpon. When you say “surrender of customers,’’ what 
kind of customers? 

Mr. Brancn. Among the customers that would be immediately 
surrendered under that proposal are 44 municipalities which are 
today distributing their own power which we sell them wholesale, 
and 37 REA cooperatives, the latter having 111 delivery points. 

Senator Corpon. Did you not say that you would deliver this to 
preference customers? They are preference customers? 

Mr. Brancu. We will deliver to them; the only difference is that 
we would surrender and wipe out what is bedrock in our business as 
in any business; that is, the customer relationship which we have 
striven so steadfastly over the years to create. 

Senator Corpon. In other words, what you want then, the differ- 
ence between your proposition and the Government’s in that field, 
is that as to those municipalities they would continue to be your 
customers, but they would get their power for the bus-bar rate plus 
your carriage charge and service charge of less than one-half mill, or 
not over one-half mill? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, except for transmission losses. 

Senator Corpon. The only thing you want is that they shall be 
your customers and not the Government’s customers? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir, and I want to say that there are 
only basically three differences between our proposal, and I did not 
want it to get lost on the theory that sometimes grows up, we do and 
other people do 





PROCEDURE FOR MARKETING PUBLIC POWER 


Senator Corpon. Just a minute. The provision in the Flood Con- 
trol Act provides for the Government selling the power to preferred 
customers, not the Government selling to you and requiring you to 
sell it to the customers. 

Mr. Brancu. Senator Cordon, I cannot find that, sir, with all due 
respect, in the Flood Control Act. May I read section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944? 

Senator Corpon. Yes; go right ahead. 

Mr. Brancu (reading): 

Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the control of 
the War Department and in the opinion of the Secretary of War not required in 


the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior, 
who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such manner— 


dispose of such power and energy in such manner— 
as to encourage the most widespread use thereof. 


I want to discuss our proposal under this. 
Senator Corpon. Let’s get down to the other point. 
Mr. Branca (reading): 


* %* * the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to con- 
sumers consistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules to become 
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effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission 
Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the basis of 
the application of such rate schedules to the capacity, of the electric facilities of 
the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, 
including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power over a 
reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and energy shall 
be given to public bodies and cooperatives. 

Senator Corpon. You just read preference in the sale. Now if 
you go back to the first you will see that the Secretary is directed to 
sell and dispose of. 

Mr. Brancu. Well, under our proposal the Secretary would sell 
and dispose of that power so as to achieve the most widespread 
distribution at the lowest possible cost to the preference customers. 
He would dispose of it. Now would those preference customers get 
this requirement that “preference shall be given to those people’’? 
We will agree that all power made available to us shall be disposed of 
to the preference customers designated by the Southeastern Power 
Administration. Now so far we have fully complied with the directive: 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, from funds appropriated by the 
Congress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such 
transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary— 
only as may be necessary— 
in order to make the power— 
to make the power— 


and energy generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for the 
sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal 
Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Branch, I will have to back up. Under 
that language your contract would answer the requirements of the 
law in my opinion. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was that? 

Senator Corpon. I say his proposal would answer the requirements 
of the law. 

Mr. Brancn. I am afraid that a lot of us have used the word 
“wheeling” to mean only one thing. 

Senator ELLENDER. In your proposed contract, as I understand it, 
you offer to buy power at the dam site for distribution to preferred 
customers at a certain, rate, plus carrying charges. Does not the 
amount of power vary? If you get much rain, or, if you get dry 
weather, it will affect the produce tion of electricity. Under the terms 
of your contract are you agreeing to purchase what the average pro- 
duction will be over a period of a year, or will you firm that. power 
and purchase it at its firmed capacity? 

Mr. Brancu. I am so glad you asked that. I have been trying to 
get to that, which is one of the most important benefits of our pro- 
posed contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is the meat of the coconut. 

Mr. Brancu. I think it is. If you are really trying to serve those 
ultimate consumers with the maximum benefit from a flood-control 
project, I think it is. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what we want. 


WHEELING PROPOSAL OF GEORGIA POWER CO. 


Mr. Brancu. Our proposal, Senator, specifically provides that any 
power delivered, or authorized for delivery, into our integrated system, 
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and you see by these maps how completely our system covers our 
service area and reaches every customer and serves every customer 
in the area, our proposal provides that that power as delivered into 
the system ‘shall be firmed up by the total resources not only of the 
Georgia Power Co. but also by our affiliated operating companies, 
the Alabama Power Co., the Mississippi Power Co., and the Gulf 
Power Co. 

Senator Cordon. That does not answer the question. 

Mr. Brancu. I have not quite finished. 

Senator Corpon. All right. 

Mr. Brancu. Our proposal provides for firming up the power that 
the Senator had in mind; that is, to make firm marketable power 
available around the cloc k: it will firm that power up under provisions 
of the proposal and will create a large amount of additional firm 

ower. For example, in the Clark Hill project our proposal will raise 
it from 400,000,000 to 600,000,000 kilowatt-hours of firm marketable 
capacity by increasing the firm marketable power approximately one- 
half, and it will make the benefits of that integration available to the 
ultimate consumer not only in continuous supply but in a reduction 
of the cost of the power he gets because the more firm marketable 
power you create the less dump and secondary power remains. 

Senator Corpon. You are speaking of capacity, and of course 
nobody uses energy and capacity; they use energy. 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. You may have a capacity to create so much 
energy so far as your generators are concerned but not enough power 
behind the water and the amount in the head to render the capacity 
in actuality. 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. You used the term “capacity” when you talked 
400,000,000. 

Mr. Brancu. I meant not only the firm capacity, sir, would be 
increased; I meant the amount of firm marketable power, ‘the energy 
that lights the lights and runs the motors, would be increased in the 
proportion I mentioned. 

Senator Corpon. Getting back to Senator Ellender’s question, if I 
may interrupt, Senator? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Senator Corpon. In your country I understand that you are not 
in the same enviable position that we are in the Northwest where we 
have steady-running rivers? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. You catch your water during heavy flood 
periods and hold it and run it through during the dry periods? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir. 


INTEGRATION OF WATER POWER DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Corpon. Suppose you hit a dry year? Understand me, 
I am not indicating that you should be compelled to do what I am 
going to suggest, I just want to know what your offer is with that 
respect. 

Mr. Branca. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Corpon. Supposing you hit a dry year with the energy 
that could be developed at these dams singly or integrated, integrated 
preferably because that would give each one the value of the ‘other, 
whoever had the most water, suppose that the total fed into vour lines 
falls 20 percent less, let us say, than is average. Are you then com- 
mitted only to furnish power to these preferred customers in the 
amount that is actually delivered to you in that year, or do you set an 
average over a period of time and take advantage of excess when 
excess is available for your own customers but supplement the Govern- 
ment’s customers when its power delivered into your lines because 
of drought conditions is not sufficient? 

Mr. Brancu. Senator, the answer to your question is that our 
proposal will integrate ev ery water-power development on our system 
and our sister companies’ systems—and we have tremendous ones 
and every project that the Federal Government puts down there, we 
will integrate them to get the maximum in any one of those years. 
And in addition to that we agree to supply, regardless of any deficiency 
in water, we agree to supply firm energy or power to the preference 
customers sufficient to take care of their total requirements. We 
also give them full credit on our rate structure. As you know, the 
power rate comes down as the use goes up, and we give them the full 
benefit of the total usage, whether it comes from energy originally 
secured from the Southeastern Power Administration or from energy 
supplied from our plants, so as to bring our rate to them for the de fi- 
ciency to the lowest possible level even though we have not our regular 
rate for the part that came from Southeastern Power Administration 
generation. That provision would reduce our rates to the preference 
customers. Our rate to the REA’s in Georgia averages only 6% mills, 
and the national average that the REA’s are paying for power from 

rivate power companies is 9.9 mills. Our current REA rate was set 
in 1946 and it has existed without being raised since that time. 

Senator Haypen. What other water-power development does the 
Government have in your area? 


ALLATOONA DAM, GA. 


Mr. Brancn. The Government has one completed development in 
the State of Georgia. It is about 34 miles above my home town of 
Atlanta at Allatoona, on the Etowah River, a project that was com- 
pleted and put in service in 1950. We entered into a contract under 
the Flood Control Act of 1944 with the Department of the Interior, 
negotiated I believe by some of the people, or partly by some of the 
people, who have testified before you. We negotiated the contract 
for the total output of that project and are paying into the Federal 
Treasury over $1,000,000 a year for the output of the Allatoona 
project. 

We have increased the amount of firm power available in the 
Allatoona project through the integration I am telling you about, 
and we have given the Government the right to withdraw from that 
project at any time, for firm power service to facilities owned by the 
Federal Government, public bodies and cooperatives, more firm power 
than the project by itself will produce. 

We have a contract with the city of Cartersville, Ga., which is only 
5 miles from Allatoona and is practically within the shadow of the 
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dam. The city of Cartersville has a municipal system and distributes 
its own power, historically buying the power from the Georgia Power 
Co. They were invited, and did inquire into the question of whether 
they would like to build lines into Allatoona or have the lines built for 
them and purchase power directly from the Federal Government. 
They elected to have the Georgia Power continue to serve them power 
at wholesale delivered to their distribution system rather than to 
purchase power from the Federal Government plant only a few miles 
away. That is the proof of the pudding, and it is not imagination. 
The Federal Government can withdraw power at any time or can can- 
cel the contract on 3 years’ notice whenever they see fit under the can- 
cellation provision. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to have you answer a question added 
on to Senator Ellender’s question that, if you were serving the Federal 
or preference customers and there was not sufficient power from the 
Federal projects to complete that service and you had to supplement 
it or take up the deficiency with Georgia Power; that you would make 
a reduction in your power as distinct from the Government power, 
as I understood your answer, and that that would make the rate lower? 

Mr. Brancu. I hope you did not get it that way because we would 
never reduce in such periods the power available to these people, but, 
on the contrary, we would increase it. 

Senator Corpon. I did not say you would reduce it. I say you 
would supply it, supply their needs, but from your own power you 
would make up the Government deficiency? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Corpon. And that you would serve your power then to 
them at some lesser rate than when they are your sole customers 
without having any Government standing? 

Mr. Brancn. I said that they would get the benefit of a credit in 
their total power use, measuring their total use of all the power, 
whether it came from the Government or from us, and that that 
reduced our rate to them and they would get the benefit of that 
reduction. Actually it is not inconceivable that, in my opinion sir, 
power served over the Georgia Power Co. system may at times be 
lower in cost to these people than the cost of hydro power outJof a 
particular project of the Federal Government. 


DETERMINATION OF POWER RATES 


Senator Corpon. If you have the rate you stated, I suspect that is 
true, but I am still trying to get an answer to a question which is in 
my mind but which I have not yet propounded. I was endeavoring 
to have the two of us understand what you had said. Do you mean 
that you would have a contract with, let us say, a municipality which 
is a preferred Government customer under the Flood Control Act? 
You would serve that customer with its needs to the extent that the 
Federal Government power brought into your lines with such addi- 
tions would be credited to them by virtue of the integration of them, 
to the extent that the Government power prorated among its cus- 
tomers represented less than the amount of power used by its custom- 
ers, George Power Co. would supplement its service and furnish its 
own power for that deficiency to make up the total needs? 

Mr. Brancu. The answer to that is yes, sir, unequivocally. 

Senator Corpon. All right. Now if you do that, does that mean 
that you will have a double or dual rate structure, one for the amount 
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of power delivered from the Government sources and another for the 
supplemental amount delivered by Georgia Power Co.? 

Mr. Branca. The answer to that is yes, sir, and under such con- 
ditions they would get the benefit of the total usage in the rate for 
the power furnished by our plants. 

Senator Corvon. If that be the case how are you going to set any 
contractual rate with them which they may rely upon in dete ‘rmining 
their rates to their customers? 

Mr. Brancu. Well, I do not believe, Senator Cordon, it would 
present any practical difficulty. We have many rate schedules which 
contain various brackets depending on the quantity of energy con- 
sumed, and rate schedules for various classes of service. 

Senator Corpon. That is different. You are working there in 
classes of service and can identify the classes. 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Corpon. Here you are dealing with volume and with the 
unknown factor to them of how much of their total originates from 
the Government source and how much from the Georgia Power Co.’s 
source. You have two different rates and they can never know in 
advance what their rate is going to be. 

Mr. Brancu. Senator, I do not believe that to be the case. 

Senator O’Manoney. Before you answer, Mr. Branch, may I just 
supplement the question of the Senator from Idaho? To me it is 
like a pipe delivering a stream of water to a customer which in turn 
is fed from two different sources. There is no way by which the con- 
sumer at the mouth of the pipe can tell which stream is furnishing the 
bulk of the water, and therefore no way of determining what the cost is. 

Mr. Brancu. Well, Senator O’Mahoney and Senator Cordon, let 
me try to answer that if I can. 

Senator ELLENDER. Let me get inhere. In answering that question 
I would like you to take into consideration whether there is enough 
electricity generated at the public-power project to furnish to all 
preferred customers their maximum needs or if not, and they have to 
obtain a portion from another source, the same as in your case, how 
would the rates be fixed? 

Mr. Brancu. I| think I can answer it. 

Senator ELLENDER. The Government certainly cannot give all 
power to one town and leave the others out, it has to be prorated. 

Mr. Brancu. First we have said in this proposed contract, in 
answer to your question, sir, that the Southeastern Power Admin- 
istrator shall have the control over the designation of preference 
customers and the proration of quantities of energy. Of course we 
would have to assume, and I have no hesitancy in assuming, that 
such a proration as you have indicated would be carried out by a 
representative of yours, of the Government of the United States. 
That having been made implicit in the contract, I will read the 
language in the definitive contract proposal, and then I will undertake 
if | may, sir, to make an explanation if it seems necessary. It is 
from section 4 (d). 


Should the firm marketable power— 


after it has been increased by integration— 


made available to the companies by the Government, after deducting transmission 
ind transformation losses, as herein provided, be less during a particular month 
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than the total power delivered by the companies during the month to preference 
customers— 


that is, to meet their total requirements— 


who have contracted with them for power from the Federal reservoir projects, 
the companies will prorate such power from the Federal reservoir projects among 
all the preference customers holding contracts for such power in proportion to 
each customer’s total use in that particular month,— 


that is, total use— 

and will bill the customer for the remainder at a price per kilowatt-hour which 
the respective companies’ regular applicable rate for the service, applied to such 
customer’s total capacity and energy use in this month, would have earned. 

Now let me see if I can explain that as I understand it. Senator 
Cordon, you are quite correct, sir. Asa customer I want to know when 
IT am buying something what the cost is going to be. I do not care 
about the source of supply of my vendor. I want to know what I am 
going to have to pay and when I can buy it. 

Senator Corvon. That last provision of that paragraph would 
give to a preference customer for the supplemental energy furnished 
from your own sources a rate which might be less than it would have 
paid had it bought from you only the amount in question in that you 
would set the rate on the basis of the total amount delivered rather 
than on the basis of a minor amount. 

Mr. Brancu. Sir, you have given the answer that I have been 
trying to give you. It does do that to the ultimate benefit of the 
customer. 

Senator Corpon. You do have this double rate business. 

Mr. Brancu. What we have in fact is a rate to the customer. He 
makes a contract. In it isa discount proviso. That discount proviso 
says in effect: Whatever electricity you need shall be supplied to you 
around the clock by the Georgia Power Co. Your price for that power 
shall be so much, but available to you shall be the discount and the 
benefits which will be produced to the full extent they may be produced 
by Federal power being made available for a part or all of your use. 

Now the difference between that arrangement to the ultimate 
consumer and what would happen in its absence is this: Let us assume 
that the Government or the REA co-op itself, and none of them have 
asked to do it in our territory, should try to build a line direct to the 
Clark Hill project and take service there. That customer would make 
a contract with the Government for the Government’s total rate to 
amortize that project without any of the reductions or benefits of 
integration because there is no integration possible until additional 
expenditures are made for a steam plant or other forms of integration. 

Senator Corpon. Well, there would be that integration developed 
by interconnection between other Government projects within the 
geographical area. 

Mr. Brancn. That is right, that is what I was trying to say, either 
by steam plant or by millions of dollars for transmission lines on top of 
ours to other Federal projects that are interconnected to our system or 
would be connected to our system. 

If the ultimate consumer is buying the power direct from the 
Government he would be able to make a contract only for a portion 
of his power requirements as the power might be available at the 
project. He would then have to make a completely separate and 
distinct contract with us, or some other supplier of power, to meet his 
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other requirements. With two contracts he would get the unintegrated 
and therefore the higher cost from the Government project and he 
would be required to pay the other supplier, regardless of who it is, 
the higher price for a smaller quantity of power. He, therefore, would 
have two increments of additional cost to pass on to the ultimate 
consumer whereas our proposal wipes it out completely and gives the 
maximum benefits. If a more reasonable contract can be made for 
the ultimate consumer and beneficiary of Federal power we have been 
unable to devise it. Although our proposal is well known to all of the 
co-ops in the State of Georgia and all the municipalities and they have 
been on occasion importuned to seek power and to seek the construc- 
tion of these direct lines, unless I am misinformed you have not had 
anybody here, any organization, co-op or municipality, from Georgia 
asking for any such arrangements and I know none such appeared 
before the House of Re ‘presentatives. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question now? 
Questions were propounded to you by Senator Cordon and your 
answers have practically answered all the ones that I desired to follow 
through with. But there is another question I would like to ask you, 
so if you can give us the benefit of your views, it would help. 

You say that the power that is going to be generated at this project 
is 400,000,000 kilowatt-hours? 

Mr. Branecw. Four hundred million kilowatt-hours of firm energy 
We are talking about firm energy, now, not secondary or dump 
energy. 

Senator ELLENDER. I want to try to differentiate the amount of 
average capacity with this firming process you speak of. You stated 
that the average was 400,000,000 and it could be firmed to 600,000,000. 


PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


Are we to understand thi at preferred customers will be given the 
benefit of this firmed power? 

Mr. Brancn. They will be given the full benefit not only of the 
firm power, inherent in the project and the water available to it, but 
there will be added to that about one-half more firm energy through 
integration with our system. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean to tell us that Southeastern will 
have the right to allocate that firmed power to preferred customers? 

Mr. Braneu. They will have that right, absolutely. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where do you come in? 

Mr. Brancu. | will tell you, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I believe if other companies were to offer such 
a splendid proposal as you are suggesting, that there would be virtually 
no use in building any of the power lines in that area. 

Mr. Brancu. I would like to answer your question. It gets me 
into something I wanted to say without regard to anybody else. I 
am going to sound like I am bragging. 

We think we have a unique company and a unique situation. | 
can brag about it because I have only been with the company for a 
couple of years. I was a lawyer for the company for 18 years. You 
know that lawyers do not have much to do with it, but these gentle- 
on here in the room are the ones responsible. I am going to brag 
about it. 
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RURAL ELECTRIFICATION DEVELOPMENT 


I will tell you where we come in. Senator O’Mahoney correctly 
referred to it, and I see he is looking at an advertisement of our com- 
pany. In the depression years there was a tremendous demand for 
rural electrification and efforts were made to interest the private 
companies in rural electrification. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


For an ELecrririep GeorGiA—WuHeERE We OvurRSELVEs Can’t Burtp We WILt 
Hevp Orners To Burtp— 


Building 1,026 miles of rural electric line this year alone, to serve 20,000 Geor- 
gians in 5,000 homes which never before have enjoyed electric service, this company 
is pressing ahead with the first phase of a tremendous 3-year rural electrification 
program, the largest Georgia has ever known. 

But the company cannot build all the lines people want or need—or all the lines 
we would like to build. We can, however, help to get these other lines built, and 
we will do it. 

Millions of dollars have been appropriated to the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration of the Federal Government. This money is to be loaned on easy 
terms to local associations, known as cooperatives, whose members will own and 
operate the rural electric lines serving their homes and farms. It opens up an 
opportunity for the electrification of certain sections of Georgia which we frankly 
admit this company cannot serve, because of its limited funds. 

This advertisement is published to confirm, in fuller detail, our previous an- 
nouncement that the company will give every possible assistance to these 
cooperatives. 

As the first item of this cooperation, we intend to see that Georgia gets its full 
share of this money—first, by assisting local groups in organizing and in making 
applications for REA loans, and, second, when their lines are built, we will aid 
them in the still more difficult problem of operation, if they desire this assistance 
from us. Many people are hesitant about joining these cooperatives because 
they frankly doubt that their neighbors—with no experience in such a highly 
technical business—can supply satisfactory electric service. That is one obstacle 
to the formation and successful operation of the cooperatives which this company 
can remove, and we will do it for those who desire it. We will place at their dis- 
posal our large, trained and experienced organization which has made a reputa- 
tion for maintaining dependable electric service and has won high acclaim for 
its speed and skill in restoring service after sleet storms, tornadoes and other 
calamities of Nature. 

In brief, the Georgia Power Co. will do everything it can do to make a success 
of the cooperatives operating under the REA plan—in the interest of an electrified 
Georgia.! 

A PROGRAM OF SPECIFIC ASSISTANCE 
I. Preliminary surveys 

Services of our trained and experienced engineers are available without charge 
to the cooperatives in making the preliminary surveys that are necessary before 
REA financing can be obtained or construction begun. 


II, Reasonable rates 

The company will supply power at wholesale rates to cooperatives desiring our 
service. Rates covering this class of service already have been filed with and ac- 
cepted by the Georgia Public Service Commission. They have also been endorsed 
as reasonable by the REA. These rates are practically identical with the low 
rates now in effect for the wholesale purchase by municipalities of comparable 
amounts of power. 


III. Maintenance of lines 

Cooperatives not wishing to bother with the problems and worries of maintaining 
and repairing their electric lines may turn the job over to this company. Our 
organization, our equipment, and our reputation for doing the job right are made 
available to them, and we will handle the work for them at actual cost. 





1 This cooperation is not, of course, offered to organizations formed solely for the purpose of destructive 
competition in areas which the company is already serving or is prepared to serve. 
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IV. Appliance service and repair 

The company also will take over the job of repairing and maintaining electrical 
equipment in the homes of members of the cooperatives, if the cooperatives desire 
this service from us, and we will do it at actual cost. 
V. Meter reading and billing 

The company also will assume reponsibility for reading the meters and billing 
the customer-members of the cooperatives, if this service is desired. In this ac- 
tivity the company will, of course, work under the instructions of the cooperatives 
and apply the rates they have established. And again our charge will be only the 
actual cost. 
VI. Last, but not least 

If this company has planned to build a certain rural line of its own, and if by 
so doing the company would ‘“‘skim the cream off the milk’’ and thereby make it 
impossible for a cooperative to be formed for the purpose of serving other areas 
we do not plan to serve, then we will not build that line. Most certainly, we will 
not place obstacles in the way of the cooperatives and thereby perhaps prevent 
certain areas from getting any electric service at all. If the line we had planned 
to build is needed by the cooperative to make its set-up feasible under the REA 
specifications, then we will relinquish our plans to build that line. 


THESE SERVICES AND MORE 


The above definite and absolutely essential services, we offer now. Other 
activities, on invitation or request, we are prepared to undertake. We stand 
ready to give the cooperative phase of rural electrification in Georgia full benefit 
of our long experience in helping our customers get the very utmost in good from 
their electric service. For an electrified Georgia, we will do all we can do our- 
selves. In what we can’t do, that others can do, we offer our wholehearted and 
sincere cooperation. 

GEORGIA Power Co. 


At that time we were having difficulty, as most every private com- 
pany was, in obtaining funds for extension of lines and new capacity. 


Although we were originally the owners of the land and the intended 
developers of the very Clark Hill project we are talking about, we had 
to cancel the order for the turbines and the wheels which we had 
planned to put in and abandon the development, as we had to abandon 
at that time the development of Furman Shoals on the Oconee River 
on which we are now, and have been for some time, resuming construc- 
tion of a hydroelectric plant. 

We made every rural extension we could. Today we serve 75,000 
rural customers in Georgia and the State of Georgia today is 95-percent 
rurally electrified. Ninety-five percent of the farms, or more, that is 
and it is predominantly an agricultural State. 

Senator Haypen. How many REA’s are in the State? 

Mr. Branecu. There are 37 REA co-ops in the State served directly 
by us through 111 delivery points. There are two in the very top point 
of the State of Georgia ths at are serviced directly by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority and with them our relationships have been uniformly 
and historically most creditable. There are six REA co-ops in south 
Georgia which are indirectly served by us. 

Senator Haypen. You have direct service to farmers. Then the 
REA’s have service to their farmers? 

Mr. Brancn. That is correct. 

Senator HaypEeN. Who serves the most farmers? 

Mr. Brancu. They serve 175,000 rural customers as compared 
to approximately 75,000 similar customers served by our company. 

Senator Haypen. I take it you really encourage the REA invest- 
ments there because you lack the money. You did not oppose the 
establishment of rural electrification. 


’ 
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Mr. Brancu. Not only that, but in your book there is a copy of a 
public advertisement, which I referred to a moment ago, which was 
printed in every newspaper in our State as early as 1936. The 
advertisement states, “‘Where we ourselves can’t build we will help 
others to build.’”’ In other words, where the Georgia Power Co. 
cannot build to provide electric service, it will not take a dog-in-the- 
manger role. 

The company encouraged and assisted others in building. We 
helped to organize many REA’s with assistance of every kind. We 
not only encouraged them in the beginning and gave them the lowest 
possible rate, but we helped them in every way. The present rates 
have not been disturbed since .hey were set up in 1946. 


ASSISTANCE GIVEN TO RURAL COOPERATIVES 


Our REA rate is uniform all over our area. We not only encouraged 
them in those respects, but wherever they have had trouble in a 
storm or in an emergency, our line crews have assisted them in the 
immediate restoration of their service. 

We have helped to train their home-service girls along with our own. 
I spoke to a group of them within the last 2 months. We have sent 
trailmobiles into their areas and into the municipalities to which we 
sell wholesale power with demonstrations of how electricity can best 
be used on the farm. 

We have never had a conflict as to their territory or as to their ser- 
vice. We have sought to assist them in their rate revisions and rate 
studies, giving them the benefit of the engineers that we have avail- 
able wherever they have requested it. 

+ We have never had an REA co-op served by us, so far as I know, to 
seek service from any other source. 

We went a little further than that. We serve the State of Georgia 
down to a narrow strip across the southern part of the State. There 
are no lines in the Okefenokee swamp. That is a great impenetrable 
swamp. When the time comes to serve them there, we will go in 
there. 

There is a completely independent utility company known as 
Georgia Power & Light Co., that serves in the narrow strip across the 
southern part of the State to which I referred. They had five whole- 
sale municipalities and six co-ops. Our rate to our co-ops averaged 
6%; mills a kilowatt-hour. Theirs was understandably somewhat 
higher because they did not have the benefit of the integration and 
the generation facilities we have. 

The REA’s in that area felt they were ceasing to be a part of the 
State of Georgia since their rates were higher than those we served. 

The Georgia Power Co.—and I do not know where it has ever been 
paralleled before—2 or 3 years ago, cognizant of that situation, did 
what you gentlemen in the Congress have tried to do by Government 
on frequent occasions. We subsidized the service to those c0-Ops, 
agreeing to serve that utility with electric power at 645 mills provided 
it would not add no more than 1% mill additional cost in transmitting 
it to those co-ops. The result is that even though these co-ops and 
municipalities are not in our service area, they are receiving today a 

reduction of anywhere from 20 to 30 percent in their cost of power as 
compared with their former cost. 
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COOPERATION WITH TVA 


We have cooperated with TVA. We interchanged power with 
them, have historically done it to make up their deficiencies, and they 
have made up ours when needed. 

The Crisp County hydro project is a county-owned project in our 
territory. We have historically contracted with them for an inter- 
change of power. We have worked with them, as we have with the 
REA’s and wholesale municipalities to build up their service area. 
There is today in Georgia no conflict between public and private 
power. 

Senator Haypen. Why has it not been possible for the companies 
in your adjoining States to make these offers? 

Mr. Brancn. I am afraid I do not know anything about their 
business and I would not undertake to answer for them, Mr. Chairman. 
It is pretty much of a job in public-utility work just to answer for 
yourself. 

Senator Haypren. They could not possibly transmit power, you 
heard them say. 

Mr. Brancu. I could not answer for them. First, my answer 
would probably be an incorrect presentation of their case. 

Secondly, I do not want our situation to be taken as critical of the 
situation existing anywhere else. 

They may have entirely different situations. I cannot answer for 
them, because | simply do not know. 

Our sister companies, that is, the Alabama Power Co., the Missis- 
sipp! Power Co., and the Gulf Power Co. have adopted the policy 
[ am telling vou about. 


Senator Haypen. It is puzzling to us, naturally. 
Mr. Brancu. I wish | could answer. 


POWER RATES TO COOPERATIVES 


Senator ELLENDER. You say that two co-ops are being served 
northeast Georgia? 

Mr. Braneu. One of them in northeast Georgia, and one of them 
right at the TVA area in northwest Georgia. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the rates compare? 

Mr. Couturier. Their rates are lower. 

Mr. Brancu. Do you know how much, Mr. Collier? 

Mr. Couurer. They are lower by about 15 percent. 

Mr. Brancu. We are paying some 20 percent in taxes. Our rates 
to REA’s are lower by three and a fraction mills than the national 
average all over the country. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Why is it that TVA is not serving more in 
Georgia? 

Mr. Brancu. Will you please not construe my answer as any 
possible criticism of TVA with whom our relations are most amicable? 

I am going to answer that by saying so far as I know nobody in our 
area has sought to have TVA serve them outside of the co-ops that I 
referred to. 

Senator EtLenper. Thank you. 

Senator Haypen. Senator Young, did you have a question? 
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Senator YounGc. Would you answer the question I asked you about 
an hour ago, Mr. Branch? That was: Does REA say your proposed 
wheeling charge of about half a mill or more is too high. 

Mr. Brancn. Our charge of half a mill or so has never been criticized 
by anybody. Our relations with the REA’s of Georgia are uniformly 
friendly and cooperative. 

So far as I know, and I can only speak from what I know, and | 
will stand corrected by the record, you have not had anybody address 
this committee from Georgia having any complaint about our resale 
rates, or about our proposal. 

I have heard some people say their relations with REA locally were 
good, but not so good elsewhere. I think our relations have been good 
with REA from the national level down to the local level. 

Senator ELLenpER. Do you not mean Southeastern instead of 
REA, Senator Young? 

Senator Youna. That is right. I meant to say SE. 

Mr. Brancu. The Southeastern Power Administration, sir, has 
never complained to us of our rates, nor have they specified any objec- 
tion to our proposed rate provision, other than that they did not think 
our proposal would conform to their policy. 

I take it to be their interpretation of the policy that has grown up 
and which I have tried to show this morning upon actual analysis 
with a company that is trying to give the best rate to the ultimate 
consumer. 

Senator Youne. Your rate to REA is a little over 6 mills? 

Mr. Brancn. It averages 6.74 mills. I call it 6%. 


SOURCE OF POWER 


Senator Youne. What percentage of your power comes from the 
hydroelectric dam? 

Mr. Brancu. In our Georgia Power Co. system, it is about in the 
order of 70 percent, sir, steam generation, and about 30 percent 
hydro generation. 

For the Southern Co. integrated system it is in the order of about 
60 percent steam and 40 percent hydro. 

Senator Haypen. What is your fuel, all coal? 

Mr. Brancu. In Georgia, sir, we generate at our steam plants with 
the predominance of coal which is imported into Georgia from east 
Tennessee and from Kentucky and West Virginia mines. 

We do utilize natural gas wherever natural gas is available, and three 
of our plants today, the Atkinson plant near Atlanta, one of the biggest 
steam-generating plants in the South; the Macon plant and the new 
Yates plant just out from Atlanta are utilizing, whenever available, 
natural gas. They are connected up for the use of natural gas brought 
in from the Louisiana fields by the Southern Natural Gas Co.’ s line. 

We have also a plant now under construction at Brinkwick. It 
is proposed to use oil and gas interchangeably at this plant. 

Senator Youne. T hrough new processes are you not able to gen- 
erate power cheaper now than you could 8 years ago? 

Mr. Brancu. The experience of the industry has been that with 
the improvements in generating equipment you are able to obtain 
greater efficiency and, therefore, greater economy than a few years 
ago. That accounts for the reason steam generation is becoming 
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predominant, whereas, hydro generation was a few years ago; that, 
plus the dependability and firm availability of fuel generate d power. 

Senator Young. There is a company in North Dakota which pro- 
poses to furnish large amounts of current for a projected aluminum 
reduction plant, the rate starting at about 3% mills per kilowatt-hour 
and after 25 years, it will be reduced to about 2 mills, which is a 
remarkably low rate. They will utilize lignite coal for generation at 
a cost of about $2 per ton. 

Mr. Brancu. That is in what State? 

Senator Youna. North Dakota. 


LOCAL FACTORS GOVERN POWER RATES 


Mr. Brancu. I will show you the difference, sir. That will mislead 
vou if you start talking about power rates In one area as compared 
to another. I do not care whether SEPA is selling it, or we are. 
{nv power man bas to take into consideration local factors. 

You are getting coal at $2. Coal delivered to our plants, with the 
reight rate as it is, is in the order of $7.50 to $8.50 a ton. 

Senator Youne. How much was that 3 years ago? 

Mr. Brancn. I would say 3 years ago perhay 9s maybe a dollar or 
a dollar and a half lower. Mu h of it is in the hauling of the coal 
into our area. Even though we have hich coal costs our residential 
rates have been below the national average and our average residen- 
tial consumption has been higher, as is shown in the exhibit entitled 
‘Residential Electric Service,’ which is before you. 

(The exhibit referred to follows:) 


Re side ntial é le ctric Service 


An nual iverage kilowatt- Average rate cents per 
per customer kilowatt-hour 


reg l rf National 
Power Co verage ower C average 


684 


to bS tO 8S 8D tS 


oto te 89 


Senator Haypen. If you have completed your remarks, we thank 
you. 

Mr. Brancu. May I say one other thing, Mr. Chairman? I have 
transgressed on your time. So that our position may be understood 
on this question, we do not fight the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
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tration. Its headquarters are located in Elberton, Ga., and we are 
proud to have them there. 

Senator Corpvon. I have a couple more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brancu. We have no objection to any appropriation for the 
Southeastern Power Administration which is necessary and proper 
for its maintenance and operation for the purpose for which it was 
originally created, that is, as a marketing agency for Federal power. 

Not on the House floor alone, but in the subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee, affirmed by the Appropriations 
Committee of the House, affirmed by the House sitting as a Com- 
mittee of the Whole House, and by the House of Representatives 
itself, they have had stricken from the proposed appropriation, any 
appropriation for the proposed transmission lines in Georgia which 
are shown in red on the map. 

As I understand it, the Southeastern Power Administration is not 
asking your committee for the restoration of appropriations for 
transmission lines in Georgia. You ask: What are you concerned 
about? 

RESTORATION OF CONTINUING FUND 


I am concerned specifically, Senators, about the fact they are asking 
for restoration before this committee of a $200,000 continuing fund, 
a permanent continuing fund which can be used over and over again 
so long as it is replenished by revenues out of Federal projects. 

The record is clear, and, included among the exhibits I have sub- 
mitted, is testimony given before your committee that such a fund 
has actually been used this way in practice. 

The testimony referred to follows: 


SOURCE OF REVOLVING FUND 


Senator Tuomas. I would like to ask Mr. Wright from whence come the funds 
which make up the revolving fund or continuing fund. 

Mr. Wricnt. From revenues from the sale of power. 

For example, we are now selling approximately $180,000 worth of power a 
month; that is, between $150,000 and $180,000. That goes into the Treasury. 
The Treasury has all of these funds. They are all subject to expenditure under 
Treasury rules. 

The Treasury then, under the act establishing the continuing fund, sees to it 
that there is diverted from those revenues whatever money it takes to keep the 
continuing fund at $300,000. 

Senator THomas. Now at this point I wish you would consider this continuing 
fund as a credit. 

Mr. Wriaut. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuomas. Now, how much credit do you have now if there are plenty 
of funds in the Treasury? 

Mr. Wricur. I think I could spend at the rate of my income, which would be 
approximately $160,000 a month. 

Senator Tuomas. And, if you had an income of $100,000,000, how much could 
you spend? 

Mr. Wricur. I could spend it if I were clever enough—— 

Senator Tuomas. I mean if you needed it; that is what I mean. 


ADMINISTRATION COULD SPEND FUND 


Mr. Wriaut. If I could work the mechanics of getting my revenue through 
this mill into the Treasury and into this fund, I could spend $100,000,000. 

Senator THomas. Of the continuing fund? 

Mr. Wriaurt. That is right. 

Senator Tuomas. I was just wondering whether that could be done. 

Mr. Wraiaur. I don’t think it could, because it takes too long to clear these 
forms. 
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Senator THomas. I do not mean that it could be done physically, but I was 
wondering whether it could be done legally. 

Mr. Wricur. That is right, sir. 

Senator GuRNEY. So far you have not used a penny of the fund? 

Mr. Wriaur. That is right, sir. 

Senator GuRNEY. You contemplate 

Mr. Wricur. | said we had not used a penny of the fund. I guess I ought to 
go back on that and say that Iam mistaken. I have just had a note handed to 
me from m\ comptroller which states t! at we used 878.765 of it. TI at is not mv 
fault. That is yours. 


SALARIES FROM CONTINUING FUND 


Last year, or maybe a vear ago, we had an &-month appropriation. We ran 
out of funds. You also passed a pay-increase bill during the vear. We ran out 
of money sometime along the end of February, and we did not get our deficiency 
appropriation until a month or two later. In order to continue delivering power 
to these customers and to the companies, we paid our salaries and our expenses 
for several months out of this continuing fund. When I received the appropria- 
tion I reimbursed the continuing fund, so the net effect is that I haven’t spent a 
penny of it. 


PROVISION OF LAW APPLYING 


Senator THOMAS Ir. Wrieht, let us assur 
vhere 10 of these ce ops get together anc ganize & sSuper-CcOo-Op a 
a plant. As I understand it, vou could take over their output, pay all of 
overhead charges, and any profit in addition. Under the law, would you be per- 
mitted to take the revenues from the entire 15 ¢ operative s to pay the ¢ xpenses of 
the 10 cooperatives forming the super-co-op? 

Mr. Wricutr. Do you mean through the continuing fund? 

Senator Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. Wricut. I think so. 

Senator Tuomas. I wanted to make that plain. You would be taking money 
from co-ops that are not involved in anv way, shane, or form with the suner-¢ o-op? 
You could take their payments, and draw them out for another purpose? 

Mr. Wricur. To help them repay the cost of their system. By law, as I 
understand it, they cannot make any profit. They would perhaps have to pay 
their system off quicker. 

When I say that I have a 5.6-mill rate, there is not a single individual I serve 
that costs me exactly 5.6 mills. That is an average rate. One individual costs 
me slightly less; another individual costs me more. 1 know there are people in 
Tulsa that don’t cost Mr. Lane the same amount to serve as it does me. I am 
farther from his plant. The 5.6-mill rate is an average rate. It is true that I 
can use all of my resources in any contractual arrangement | make with generating 
and transmitting cooperatives to the limit of this continuing fund authority 

Senator Tuomas. I was not sure whether you could take the revenues from a 
co-op that was in no way connected with the super co-op, and use those revenues 
to pay the expenses of the super co-op. 

Mr. Wricut. Yes, sir; and I think that to perhaps add insult to injury, I could 
take the revenue from Mr. Lane to do that. 


Mr. Brancu. The Southeastern Power Administrator says he will 
have $4 million from projects in fiscal year 1952. It can be used 
over and over again, even to plan or acquire lines such as these for 
which there has been no public demand, and for which the Congress 
has specifically declined to make a direct appropriation. In addi- 
tion to the testimony referred to I suggest that you examine pages 
1613 to 1616 of the House of Representatives hearings on Interior 
Department appropriations for 1951. 

The proposed continuing fund was reduced to $50,000 in the House 
and the language was changed so that it could be used for any neces- 
sary emergency purpose to assure continuity of electric supply, but 
it could not be used indirectly to acquire facilities through rentals 
and lease agreements, et cetera. 
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ELIMINATION OF PLANNING FUND 


We consider it important that you eliminate the $100,000 planning 
fund they are asking for and which the Southeastern Power Admin- 
istrator has stated before the Budget Bureau would be used in part 
for planning and preliminary engineering studies for transmission 
lines in our territory. 


EFFECT OF APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE CHANGES 


Our objection is also to a change of language that may escape your 
attention, a change of language in the basic Interior Appropriation 
Act, which converts that agency from a marketing agency into a 
power operating and construction agency. 

We contend, as to our territory and the territory of our sister 
companies, these appropriations are not only unjustified and un- 
necessary, but they would consume, if utilized, critical war materials 
and manpower. ‘They are not the subject matter of any popular 
demand, nor do they meet any popular public or governmental need. 

Senator O’Manoney. What is that language? 

Mr. Branen. First, I would like to read the language from the 
original Southeastern Power Act. 

Senator O’Manoney. Page 2 of the bill is before us. 

Mr. Brancu. I thought 1 would give you the contrast in language, 
so you will see the difference in the change which may not be apparent 
in the language itself. In 1951 when this agency was first established 
and came in for its first appropriation—— 

Senator O’Manonny. What year was that? 

Mr. Brancu. That was the Interior Appropriation Act of 1951. 
Actually it was enacted in 1950. 

The language was this: 

For necessary expenses of marketing electric power and energy produced or to 
be produced at multiple-purpose projects of the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of Army, in carrying out the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 (16 U. 8. C. 825s), as applied to the area east of the Mississippi River, 
including purchase (not to exceed two) and hire of passenger motor vehicles; and 
printing and binding; $150,000. 

The present act, however, changes that language completely and, 
therefore, accomplishes a substantial change in the nature and 
authority of that agency by making it read as follows: 

For necessary expenses of operation and maintenance of power transmission 
facilities— 


then they get to the original purpose.— 


and of marketing electric power and energy pursuant to provisions of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S. C. 825s), as applied to the southeastern 
power area, $275,000. 

Senator Haypen. If other power companies in that area assumed 
the same attitude you have, and were willing to see that the power 
generated at Government dams was made available to preference 
customers of the Government, there would be no necessity for oper- 
ating or maintaining any transmission lines. 

But, if they refuse to do that, then Congress has nothing left to do 
but to construct transmission lines and to operate and maintain them. 

We cannot operate and maintain them without that authority. So 
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what you are asking us to do is to fit the case to Georgia only and not 
to the rest of the South. 

Mr. Brancu. I can only speak for Georgia, sir. I cannot go into 
the question affecting other people and speak for them directly. 

If you felt, and I am not suggesting that you should, but if you 
and the Senate of the United States felt as vou do, certainly there 
should be some restrictions placed in the language of the continuing 
fund and of the appropriation for general purposes for this agency 
which would prevent them from doing that in an area, not only 
where, as your language suggested yesterday, Senator Ellender, there 
was a wheeling contract available, because that immediately falls 
back to them, possibly insisting the only kind of contract Congress 
would approve would be that kind, but also where a contract which 
carries out the directives of section 5 of the Flood Control Act is 
available to them, that ought to be the limitation for some such 
language. 

We speak for our area, and there is no occasion for this agency, 
which is a necessary agency, to have its authority increased so as to 
acquire, build, or operate transmission lines in our area, 


OPPOSITION TO CONSTRUCTION OF TRANSMISSION LINES 


Senator O’Maunoney. Then you have no objection to the construc- 
tion of transmission lines in this area by Southeastern Power? 

Mr. Brancu. I vigorously object to that, Senator. T am sorry my 
position is misunderstood. I say I not only object to it, but the 
House Committee on Appropriations eliminated the transmission 
lines in our area and the House sustained the committee. Nobody 
in Georgia has asked for them. Organized labor has appeared against 
them. The REA co-ops have not been lured into applying for them. 
No municipality has come up here and asked for them. 

They are unnecessary and unjustified, I say, and that every directive 
of the Congress can be carried forth without them. 

Senator O’Manoney. I understood in your summary that you were 
concentrating your attention on two items: the change in the language 
and the continuing fund. 

Mr. Brancu. The reason I said that—I prefaced it, but possibly 
I did not make it as clear as I should have—the reason I said that 
was because the House has stricken out the transmission lines in 
Georgia. The bill comes to you without them. 

It is my understanding that the Department of the Interior and 
the Southeastern Power Administration have not asked for their 
restoration. So I assumed they were out. 

If they are in, or if through any inadvertency they get in, may I 
be recorded as opposed to them by saving they are unnecessary to 
do the job you gentlemen have directed the Southeastern Power 
Administration to do. 

Senator O’Manonpy. Your position is at the present time there are 
sufficient transmission facilities in the area that vour company serves? 

Mr. Brancu. Absolutely. 

Senator O’Mauoney. Are those facilities sufficient to take care of 
growth? 
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PRIVATE POWER KEEPING PACE WITH INDUSTRIAL GROWTH 


Mr. Brancu. Those facilities will take care of growth. Now you 
get into a degree of growth, and I will have to answer this way: 

No industry and no customer has ever failed to come into our 
territory for lack of adequate power at reasonable rates. None, 
having come in there, has ever left because of those factors. 

Our lines will take care of an appreciable growth. We stand ready 
and are able to make any necessary extension that may be necessary 
to meet that growth. That is the way a power business is run, 
whether it is run by government or run by private enterprise. In 
the exhibits before you is a statement of mine as to our lines, in the 
Augusta area, which includes the Clark Hill area, in Georgia. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


The over-all capacity for the Southern svstem area will not be affected regard- 
less of who distributes the power from the Clark Hill, Woodruff, or other reservoir 
projects; therefore, the area capacity resolves itself into a matter of transmission 
capacities—the status of the lines in Georgia being as follows: 

The Georgia Power Co. now has two 110-kilovolt transmission lines into Au- 
gusta, one of these being fed from the Tallulah plants and one being fed from 
plant Arkwright, and later also from Furman Shoals. This latter line ties in at 
Warrenton with a second 110-kilovolt line feeding out of Athens and tying in at 
Winder, with a duplicate transmission line out of Tallulah, and a single-circuit 
transmission line out of plant Atkinson by way of Marietta. 

A third transmission line scheduled for completion in late 1952 will extend from 
Augusta to Brunswick with a branch from Waynesboro to Wadley where it ties 
in to existing transmission lines at Macon. Brunswick is connected to Macon by 
existing transmission lines from Macon to Vidalia to Brunswick. 

Each of the lines out of Augusta are capable of handling on a stable basis 50,000 
kilowatts each, with the line from Augusta to Warrenton probably running as 
high as 60,000 kilowatts. 

The two existing and one projected line out of the Augusta area would be fully 
capable of taking all of the power and peaking capacity that would be available 
out of the Clark Hill Reservoir through 1953. If in 1953 the three last units are 
installed at Clark Hill, some additional transmission capacity would have to be 
provided to get the peaking capacity out of the three remaining 40,000-kilowatt 
units. All of the above is on the assumption that all of the Clark Hill power will 
flow into Georgia, a very sage “RE assumption. If as much as 30 to 40 percent 
of the power went into the Carolinas, no additional transmission lines other than 
the two existing and one scheduled line would be necessary even with the full 
280,000 kilowatts of name-plate capacity scheduled for Clark Hill. 

It is, therefore, safe to state that the present backbone transmission system of 
the company, together with the new line already scheduled into the Augusta.area, 
are fully capable of taking and distributing all of the available capacity and energy 
from the Clark Hill Reservoir. 

There is scheduled for completion in 1952 a line from plant Mitchell to the 
steam plant of the Gulf Power Co. at River Junction. This line, and the lines 
east and west from River Junction, are capable of handling all of the capacity 
and energy available at Woodruff Dam. 

tecent board studies have been made of practically all of the Georgia system, 
and such board studies, though not pinpointed on Clark Hill, indicate my previous 
statement to be conservative and to sustain our contention that there is no need 
for the construction of Government transmission facilities, and that, if con- 
structed, they would simply serve to duplicate already existing facilities. 

Mr. Brancu. My company has $300,000,000 planted in the soil of 
Georgia. We cannot pick it up and move it. If it is duplicated, its 
value is depreciated and may eventually be destroyed. 

In order to keep pace with the growth in our territory and be sure 
we never come up short, my company has been spending upward of 
35 million dollars a year in new extensions of transmission lines and 
distribution lines and in new generating capacity. 
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Our sister companies of the Southern Co. system, which was set up 
with the sanction of the Securities and Exchange Commission, have been 
spending comparably large sums in their areas running into hundreds 
of millions of dollars. 

Senator O’Manoney. Would you think that a conclusion would be 
unjustified on the basis of your presentation here that conditions in 
Georgia are different from and perhaps even superior to those which 
exist in other areas of the country? 

Mr. Brancu. You know | have never been charged with modesty, 
sir. I have also never been charged with trying to do somebody else 
damage. 

May I suggest as an alternative to that a conclusion I think is 
justified by this presentation and more eloquently by the record itself, 
and that is that, as far as the facts in our territory are concerned, they 
indicate no need for the type of compulsion you gentlemen may have 
felt necessary in certain other areas. 

Senator O’Manonry. You have said to us that no REA representa- 
tive appears here to testify with respect to the conditions in Georgia. 

But you have been around here and have heard REA representatives 
testify with respect to other areas. 

Mr. Braneu. Senator, ultimately you and this committee will 
draw the conclusion. Without seeking to evade an answer to your 
question, may I leave that conclusion to your committee? 

Senator O’Manoney. That was just a statement, sir. 


WHEELING CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS 


Senator Corpon. | refer to your letter of March 24 to Southeastern 
Power. I note when you get to this all- important matter of the cost, 
you have put in the words “plus x percent.’ 

Mr. Brancn. We had to do that because that is a matter of en- 
gineering study and negotiation. In our discussions with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior we have stated that the over-all percentage to 
cover both of those + amounts would not exceed 15 percent. It is 
on that basis that I have given you this estimate of approximately 
half a mill as the price above the amount paid to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Corpon. It was not any firm offer. It is an offer that is 
in a sense an offer to agree to agree. 

Mr. Braneu. It is an offer to agree to do that job for a price not 
to be set by us but to be set by engineering studies. 

Senator Corpon. I had hoped this was a firm offer. 

Mr. Brancu. The contract under discussion, and we will be glad 
to file that with you, has been accompanied by a statement to the 
gentlemen representing the Department of Interior that those figures 
will not exceed 15 percent. 

Senator HaypEen. Will you put that in the record? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. 


(The proposed definitive contract referred to is as follows:) 


ContTRACT EXECUTED BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR, ACTING BY AND THROUGH THE SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRA- 
roR AND GEORGIA Power Company, ALABAMA POWER Company, GULF POWER 
Company, Mississippi PowrER COMPANY 


Tuts ConTrRact, executed , by and between the UNITED 
Srates OF AmbmRIcA (hereinafter called “the Government’’), Department of the 
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Interior, acting by and through the Southeastern Power Administrator (herein 
after called ‘‘the Administrator’), and GEorc1A Power ComPany, a corporation 
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Georgia, ALABAMA Powrr 
CoMPANY, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Alabama, GuLF PowrR ComMPANy, a corporation organized and existing under the 
laws of the State of Maine, and Missitsstrpp1 Power CoMPANy, a corporation 
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Maine (hereinafter called 
‘the Companies’’, when referred to collectively). 

WITNESSETH: 

Tuat WueErEAs the Secretary of the Interior is authorized by Section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S. C., 1946 ed., see. 825s) to transmit and dispose 
of electric power generated at reservoir projects under the control of the Depart- 
ment of the Army not required in the operation of such projects, and the Secretary 
of the Interior has by Departmental Order No. 2558, dated March 21, 1950 (15 
F. R. 190), delegated to the Administrator his authority under said Section 5 
with respect to projects then or thereafter constructed in the States of West 
Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Tennessee, and Kentucky; and 

WuHeEREFAs the Companies are privately owned public utility companies engaged 
in the business of selling electric power to the general public and own and operate 
generating plants and transmission and distribution systems in the States of 
Georgia, Alabama, Florida, and Mississippi; and 

WHEREAS the electric systems of the Companies are fully integrated, and 
operate, insofar as supply and transmission of power is concerned, as a unit; and 

Wuereas the Department of the Army has constructed and is now constructing 
in the territories served by the Companies certain multiple-purpose reservoir 
projects for flood control, stream regulation, navigation, and power, and may 
hereafter during the life of this contract construct other such projects; and 

WHEREAS under the provisions of Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
aforesaid, it is provided that the Secretary of the Interior, in disposing of available 
power from such projects, should do so according to the following provisions: 

1. Preference in the sale of such power, “‘shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives.”’ 

2. The power shall be sold on, “fair and reasonable terms and conditions to 
facilities owned by the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and 
privately owned companies.” 

3. Disposition of the power shall be made, “‘in such manner as to encourage 
the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers con- 
sistent with sound business principles.” 

4. The rate schedules at which the power is to be disposed of by the Govern- 

ment shall be confirmed and approved by the Federal Power Commission. 
5. ‘Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery * * * of 
the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amor- 
tization of the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of 
years.” 

6. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct or acquire, ‘from 
funds to be appropriated by the Congress * * * only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities;”’ and 

WuEREAS, it is recognized by the parties hereto that substantial benefits can 
result from the integration of these Federal reservoir projects with the existing 
interconnected power system of the Companies, such benefits including but not 
being limited to the following: 

(a) A material increase in the amount of firm marketable power available to 
these projects as a result of supplementing the projects’ generation with generae 
tion in offpeak periods from the Companies’ steam generating capacities. 

(b) The only existing market in the large area served by the Companies for 
surplus secondary and seasonal energy generated at these projects is afforded by 
the Companies’ interconnected power system. 

(ce) The only existing market in this area for surplus “‘peaking’’ capacity is 
afforded by the Companies’ system; and 

Wuereas the Companies can, and are willing through integration to so utilize 
their firming capabilities and markets for surplus “peaking” capacity and surplus 
energy; and 

WHEREAS the parties hereto have agreed upon a plan which is embodied in 
this contract, whereby each and all of the aforesaid provisions may be fully com- 
plied with so that (a) public bodies and cooperatives may not only obtain the 
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benefit of such available power at whatever price advantage may be offered under 
said Act, but in addition, such public bodies and cooperatives may obtain any 
additional power required from that Company with which it deals; (b) the cost 
of such power to said preference customers will not be increased due to the con- 
struction or acquisition of transmission facilities by the Secretary of the Interior 
since the transmission facilities of the Companies will be made available; (¢) any 
power not used by said preference customers will be used to serve other customers 
of the Companies thereby providing for the sale of the entire available output 
of such projects; and (d) there will be a widespread use of such available power by 
publie bodies, cooperatives, and others at the lowest possible rates consistent with 
sound business principles; and 

WHEREAS the parties hereto desire to sell and purchase such available power 
on the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth: 

Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and of the mutual terms 
and obligations hereinafter set forth, the Administrator and the Companies 
agree as follows: 

SCOPE OF CONTRACT 


1. This contract shall apply to electric power delivered to the Secretary of the 
Interior from all multiple-purpose Federal reservoir projects now operating or 
under construction or hereafter constructed during the life of this contract by 
the Department of the Army in the territories served by the Companies in the 
States of Georgia, Alabama, Florida, and Mississippi, it being the intent of the 
parties to provide herein a comprehensive and long-range plan to make effective 
the purposes of the Congress as expressed in Section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. 


ELECTRIC POWER TO BE FURNISHED BY THE GOVERNMENT TO THE COMPANIES 


2. The Government will sell and deliver, and the Companies will purchase and 
receive, at the points of delivery hereinafter described, all electric capacity and 
energy allocated from such Federal reservoir projects for disposition within the 
territories served by the Companies, as and when each such project becomes 
operative. It is recognized by the parties hereto that customers in other areas 
may be entitled to purchase power from such projects, and that the Government 
is solely responsible for the necessary allocation in such cases: Provided. however, 
that no reallocation to preference customers, or sale to non-preference customers, 
outside the territories of the Companies shall be made if it will reduce the amount 
of power from Federal reservoir projects which has previously been made available 
to, and is actually being used, within the territories of the Companies, unless the 
Companies have been given notice in writing of such intended reallocation not 
less than one vear in advance of the date on which such reallocation is to become 
effective. 

RATES AND CHARGES 


3 (a) “Firm marketable power,” as used in this Article and elsewhere in this 
contract, means the firm power generated at a project, as increased by integration 
with the Companies’ interconnected facilities 

(b) As each Federal reservoir project covered by this agreement becomes 
operative, appropriate rates for capacity and energy delivered from that project 
by the Government to the Companies will be determined upon a mutually satis- 
factory basis and in accordance with the provisions of Section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944. 

(c) Capacity and energy rates applicable to firm marketable power available 
from each Federal reservoir project shall likewise be thus determined, also giving 
full consideration to the benefits to be derived from the integration of said projects 
with the interconnected system of the Companies. 

(d) As new projects covered by this contract are placed in operation, the 
weighted average rates for firm marketable power hereunder from all projects shall 
be determined. 

(e) It is agreed that this contract does not provide compensation to the Govern- 
ment for benefits accruing to downstream plants of the Companies as a result of 
storage or release of water in or from the Federal reservoir projects. 


DISPOSITION OF ELECTRIC POWER PURCHASED BY THE COMPANIES FROM THE 
GOVERNMENT 


4 (a) The Companies agree to deliver within their respective territories to the 
preference customers designated by the Administrator and who contract with the 


83686—51—pt. 1 —— %~Q 





1104 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Companies, an amount of power equal to the firm marketable power of each indi- 
vidual project as defined under Article 3 above, less any power reallocated, re- 
served or withdrawn therefrom by the Government, and less____% for transmis- 
sion transformation and losses (said percentage to be mutually agreed upon). 

(b) All preference customers will continue to contract with and will remain 
customers of the Companies. Service conditions (supply voltage, provision of 
transformation facilities, metering, etc.) will continue at the standard practice 
of each respective Company. Any preference customer designated by the 
Administrator and who contracts with the Companies, may elect to be billed at 
the Companies’ applicable rate schedule for the class of service involved, under 
the Companies’ regular contract for such service; or such preference customer 
may elect to be billed at the price as hereinafter determined for power from 
Federal reservoir projects, by executing a new contract for such power with the 
respective Company. Each such contract between the preference customer and 
the respective Company shall be upon that Company’s applicable contract 
terms, and for that Company’s applicable contract period. 

(c) The rate to be charged preference customers by the Companies for power 
from Federal reservoir projects shall be the weighted average of the price paid 
by the Companies to the Government as determined under Article 3 above, for 
firm marketable power delivered to the Companies from all projects covered by 
this agreement, increased by % to cover transmission and transformation 
losses and handling costs (said percentage to be mutually agreed upon). 

(d) Should the firm marketable power made available to the Companies by 
the Government, after deducting transmission and transformation losses, as 
herein provided, be less during a particular month than the total power delivered 
by the Companies during that month to preference customers who have con- 
tracted with them for power from the Federal reservoir projects, the Companies 
will prorate such power from the Federal reservoir projects among al! the prefer- 
ence customers holding contracts for such power in proportion to each such 
customer’s total use in that particular month, and will bill the customers for the 
remainder at a price per kilowatt-hour which the respective Company’s regular 
applicable rate for the service, applied to such customer’s total capacity and 
energy use in that month, would have earned. 


REALLOCATION, RESERVATION, OR WITHDRAWAL OF POWER BY GOVERNMENT 


5. (a) Subject to the provisions of Article 2 hereof, the Government shall have 
the right to reallocate to other areas the firm marketable power available at any 
project, or to reserve or withdraw firm marketable power available at any project 
to supply service over its own facilities to any preference customer, or customers, 
within the service areas of the Companies when requested to do so by such 
customer, or customers, 

(b) The Government shall compensate the Companies for firm marketable 
power so reallocated, reserved or withdrawn by crediting the cost of such power 
computed at the rates for capacity and energy applicable to firm marketable 
power as determined under Article 3 hereof, to the payments due to the Govern- 
ment by the Companies. 


ENERGY REQUIRED IN THE OPERATION OF THE PROJECT OR PROJECTS 


6. Energy required in the operation of the project or projects supplying power 
under this contract will normally be supplied from project generation, but during 
periods when such energy requirements exceed project generation, the deficiency 
shall be supplied from Companies’ sources. 


CREDITS FOR ENERGY SUPPLIED FROM COMPANIES’ SOURCES 


7. Energy supplied to the Government from Companies’ sources, as provided 
in Articles 5 and 6, shall be considered as energy exchanged for peak energy (as 
hereinafter defined) supplied to the Companies. In accomplishing this exchange, 
the Government will return to the Companies one kilowatt-hour of peak energy 
for each kilowatt-hour the Companies supply to the Government from Com- 
panies’ sources during peak periods, and one kilowatt-hour, of peak energy for 
each 1.2 kilowatt-hours supplied to the Government during off-peak periods. 
It is recognized that the above exchange may result in a balance of peak kilowatt- 
hours due the Companies in certain months. In such event, in order to keep 
the exchange settlement current, there shall be a reduction in payments otherwise 
due or later becoming due from the Companies at the rate per kilowatt-hour 
provided for peak energy delivered to the Company from the project involved. 
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PROVISIONS FOR SERVICE 


8. (a) Subject to such regulations as to the maximum and minimum release of 
water from the reservoir or reservoirs for flood control and stream regulation as 
may be established from time to time by the Corps of Engineers, Department of 
the Army, and subject to the provisions of Articles 5, 14,and 17, the Government 
will operate the project or projects as scheduled by the Companies and deliver 
the allocated output thereof (less power actually used in the operation of the 
project or projects) te the Companies at the voltage of the Companies high 
tension lines where connected in the projects’ switchyards. 

(b) The Companies will schedule the operations of the projects, as provided 
above, in such way as to make the most effective use of the available equipment and 
reservoir storage capacity, such use to be governed by the following considerations: 

(1) Obtaining maximum generation at the projects during periods when 
natural stream flows are low. 

(2) Providing maximum benefits to downstream plants. 

(3) Obtaining maximum energy generation at the projects during peak 
periods. 

(4) Obtaining maximum total generation at the projects. 

(c) To the extent of the generating capacity which the Government determines 
to be available, the Companies shall schedule the generation of energy to utilize 
all water which the Corps of Engineers requires to be released from the reservoirs. 
In the event water is wasted at the projects due to departure by the Companies 
from current operating schedules, which departure is not attributable to an uncon- 
trolled force as defined in Article 17, a regulation established by the Corps of En- 
gineers, Department of the Army, referred to above, or to action of the Govern- 
ment permitted by Article 14, the Companies shall pay the Government for the 
electrical energy equivalent of water so wasted at a rate mutually determined to 
be appropriate. 

(d) Electric power supplied hereunder by either party hereto will be three- 
phase alternating current at a nominal frequency of sixty cycles per second. 


PEAK PERIOD 


9. (a) Under this contract, the peak period shall be the 100 hours of each 
seven-day week designated by the Companies. All other time shall be the off- 
peak period. Energy delivered during any peak period shall be known as ‘‘peak 
energy.’’ Energy delivered during any off-peak period shall be known as “off- 
peak energy.”’ 

(b) The Companies hereby designate the hours between 7:00 a. m. and 12:00 
p. m., Eastern Standard Time, during the five davs, Monday through Friday, 
inclusive, and from 7:00 a. m. to 10:00 p. m., Eastern Standard Time, on Satur- 
day, as being the peak period for initial operation under this contract. The 
Companies shall have the right to change the peak period hours from time to 
time at intervals of not less than six months and to designate different hours as 
applicable to different projects, by giving the Government ten (10) days’ prior 
written notice of such change. 


MEASUREMENT OF ELECTRIC POWER 


10. The electric power delivered hereunder to the Companies and to the Gov- 
ernment will be measured by metering equipment to be furnished, installed, end 
maintained by the Government. The Companies may, if thev so desire, install 
check meters. All meters shall be sealed and seals shall be broken only upon 
occasions when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted and representa- 
tives of the parties shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to be present on such 
occasions. The Government meters shall be tested at reasonable intervals upon 
request by the Companies and at least once each year. Any metering equipment 
found to be defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and readjusted or replaced. 
If any of the meter tests provided for in this Article disclose that the error of any 
meter or meters exceeds two percent (2%), correction, based upon the inaccuracy 
found, shall be made of the records of electric service since the beginning of the 
billing month immediately preceding the billing month Curing which the tests 
were made, except that no correction will be mace for a longer period than such 
inaccuracy may be determined to have existed. Should a meter or meters fail 
to register, the electric power delivered hereunder during such period of failure 
to register shall, for billing purposes, be estimated from the best information 
obtainable. 
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BILLING AND PAYMENT 


11. (a) Bills for service each month under the terms of this contract shall be 
mailed by the Government to Southern Services, Inc., hereby designated by the 
Companies as their agent under this contract, at 600 North Eighteenth Street, 
Birmingham, Alabama, on or before the tenth day of the succeeding month and 
shall be payable on or before the last day of the month in which the bill is pre- 
sented, herein referred to as the “payment date.’”? There shall be added, as 
liquidated damages, interest of one-half of one percent (46%) to any undisputed 
amount remaining unpaid on the first day of the month next succeeding the ‘“‘pay- 
ment date’ and an additional one-half of one percent (446%) shall be added on the 
first day of each succeeding month on the remaining past due and unpaid balance 
until the account is paid in full. Should the Companies fail to pay any bill when 
due in accordance with the provisions of this paragraph and paragraph (c) of this 
Article 11, the Government shall have the right to discontinue service upon 15 
days’ written notice and to refuse to resume service as long as part of any overdue 
amount remains unpaid. Such discontinuance shall not relieve the Companies 
of liabilitv for charges during the period service is discontinued. 

(b) Any correction in billing resulting from a correction of metering records as 
provided in Article 10 shall be made in the bill for the month in which the meter 
test resulting in the correction was made. 

(c) In the event of a dispute concerning the correctness of any bill, or any part 
thereof, rendered pursuant to Paragraph (a) of this Article, the Companies shall 
pay the undisputed portion of such bill on or before the ‘‘payment date” and shall 
inform the Government in writing of the nature of the claim of error. If the 
representatives of the Companies and the representatives of the Government desig- 
nated by the Administrator cannot agree with respect to such disputed bill within 
sixty davs after the bill was first received by the Companies, the Companies shall 
either pay the amount in dispute under protest or present to the Administrator a 
written statement of the proper amount which the Companies allege they owe, 
With a request that the Secretary of the Interior or his designee make a finding 
as to the proper amount of such disputed bill. The Companies shall make pay- 
ment in accordance with the finding of the Secretary of the Interior or his designee, 
within fifteen days after receipt of such finding. However, in making such pay- 
ment the Companies shall not waive any right they may have to proceed to a 


judicial determination of the correctness of the amount. 


FACILITIES TO BE PROVIDED BY THE COMPANY 


12. (a) The Companies shall provide a high-voltage transmission line or lines 
of adequate capacity to receive the full allocated output of the projects, from a 
suitable point on the Companies existing transmission svstem to connect. with the 
high-voltage bus in the switchyard of each project. The Government will, without 
charge, grant to the Companies all necessary easements across property of the 
Government and all necessary permission to enable the Agents of the Companies 
to carry out this contract and construct and maintain their lines and circuits in 
and at all places required by the Companies and owned, leased or controlled by 
the Government. Protective equipment for this line, other than that planned for 
installa tion by the Corps of Engineers, shall be provided by and installed by or 
at the expense of the Companies. Communication equipment other than public 
comm unication system telephone (which will be provided at the expense of the 
Gover nment) shall be supplied by the Companies and installed by or at the 
expense of the Companies. Space will be provided for facilities necessary to be in- 
stalled by the Companies in the switchyard or power plant at each project. Load- 
control equipment to permit the use of the projects power plants in the regulation 
of the Companies’ system and which would not otherwise be required shall be 
supplied and installed by or at the expense of the Companies. Such load-control 
equipment shall be as specified by the Companies and approved by the Govern- 
ment. 

(b) Any part of the equipment listed in paragraph (a) which is installed by or 
at the expense of the Companies shall be maintained by or at the expense of the 
Companies and shall remain the property of the Companies. Reasonable time 
for removal of such equipment by the Companies will be allowed at the termi- 
nation of the contract. Any costs arising out of such removal shall be paid by 
the Companies. At the option of the Government such equipment may be pur- 
chased by the Government at a reasonable price to be mutually agreed upon at 
the time. The Government also gives the Companies the right at all times by 
their duly authorized agents and employees, to enter the premises of the Gov- 
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ernment at all reasonable times, for the purpose of keeping in repair or removing 


their own wires, reading meters, and performing any other work incident to this 
contract, 


COORDINATION OF SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENAN® 


13. The Government and the Companies shall coordinate the constructio: 
operation, and maintenance of their respective power systems in a manner which 
will not interfere with any service supplied from the power system of either party. 


CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF GOVERNMENT FACILITIES 


14. The Government will not be required to operate any generating unit at a 
load which in the judgment of the Corps of Engineers will result in excessive dete- 
rioration of facilities. ‘The Companies may schedule the operation of the generators 
at no load as condensers. The Government shall maintain the power plant in 
good operating condition at all times unless prevented by uncontrollable forces. 
The Government may remove facilities from service for maintenance, repairs, 
replacements, installation of equipment, investigations, and inspections. Except 
in case of emergency, the Government will give the Companies reasonable advance 
notice of such removal from service and, insofar as possible, will so schedule re- 
movals as not to interfere with service to the Companies. The work necessary to 


restore the facilities to serviceable condition will be performed with diligence. 


LIABILITY 


15. Unless such claim shall arise because of their negligence, neither the Com- 
panies nor their officers, agents, or employees shall be liable for any claim arising 
from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the facilities of the Govern- 
ment under this contract. Unless such claim shall arise because of their negligence, 
neither the Government nor its officers or employees shall be liable for any claim 
arising from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the facilities of the 
Companies under this contract 


TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN CONTRACT 


16. No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Companies 
hereunder shall be made without the written approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior; provided, that any successor to or assignee of the rights of the Companies, 
whether by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or otherwise, shal 
be subject to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to the same extent 
as though such suecessor or assignee were the original contractor her 
and provided, further, that the execution of a mortgage or 
or foreclosure sale made thereunder, shall not be deem« 


within the meaning of this article. 


NCONTROLLABLE FORCES 


17. Neither party shall be considered to be in default in 
tion under this contract if prevented from fulfilling such obli 
uncontrollable forees. For the purposes of this contract, 
trollable forces’? means any cause beyond the control of the party affect 
ng, but not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, backwater caused bi 
earthquake, storm, lightning, fire, epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, 
disturbance, sabotage, and restraint by court or publie authority 
exercise of due diligence and foresight such party could not reasona 
expected to avoid. Either party rendered unable to fulfill any 
reason of uncontrollable forces shali exercise due dili 


with all reasonable dispatch. 


gence to remove s 


WAIVERS 


18. Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with 
a default or any other matter arising in connection with this contract 


be deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent defar 


NOTICES 


19. Communications under this contract shall be addressed, by the 
to the Administrator at the address shown on the signature page her 
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the Government to Poo] Manager, Southern Services, Inc., 600 North Eighteenth 
Street, Birmingham, Alabama. Either party may, at any time, by written noticé 
change the person, or the address of the person, to whom it wishes communications 


addressed. 
OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


20. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 


APPROVAL OF RATES BY FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


21. It is understood that all charges for power and energy delivered under this 
contract by one party thereto to the other, whether given herein or appended 
hereto by rider at a later date, are subject to approval and confirmation by thi 


Federal Power Commission, and that the Government will not deliver or receiv: 
power under this contract until such rates are so approved and confirmed. 


APPROVAL OF AND TERM OF CONTRACT 


is contract shall not become effective until and unless it is approved by th 


Inter Upon such approval it shall become effective at 12:01 


19 ar all remsin in effect for a term of fifteen (15) ve 


sooner cancelled by either partv upon written notice given not 


3) years i 


APPROVAL BY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


23. This contract shall not be binding upon the Companies until it has beer 


approved by the Public Service Commissions of all States having such Commission 
wherein each of the individual Companies operate, and it shall not be binding on 


the Government unless said approvals are in form and substance satisfactory to 
the Government and the Companies are so notified in writing. 


CONTINGENT UPON APPROPRIATIONS 


24. The habilitvy of the Government uncer this contract is mede contingent 
upon the appropriation by the Congress of the funcs required by the Government 
to perform its obligations under the contract. If, Curing the period covered by 
the contract, the necessary funds are not appropriated, the Companies hereby 
release the Government from all liability for failure to perform its obligations under 
the contract. 

LEGAL REMEDIES 


25. No provision of this contract shall be so construed, as to abridge, limit, o1 
deprive either party of any means of enforcing any remedy either at law or in 
equity, for breach of any of the provisions of this contract 

In Witness WuerREor, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be 
executed the day and year first above written. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Department of the Interior. 
By 


* Administrator, Southeastern Power Adm., Elberton, Ga. 
GeorGIA PowrEeR CompPaANy, 

By 

Title 


Attest for Georgia Power Co: 
By 
Title 
ALABAMA PowrR COMPANY, 
By 
Title 
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Attest for Alabama Power Co.: 
By 
Title 
GuLF Power ComPAny, 
By 
Title 
Attest for Gulf Power Co.: 
By 
Title 
Mississippr Power Company, 
By 
Title 
Attest for Mississippi Power Co.: 
By 
Title 
Approved 


Mr. Brancu. May I now ask that the remain ii f the exhibits 
which have been handed you be inserted in the ‘ania: 

There is one that I would like for you to particularly look at, and 
that is the little booklet containing the statement of Mr. C. B. 
McManus before the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission. 
Please note that this statement was made in July 1950. 

I hope you will take a look at the booklet containing a magazine 
article and newspaper editorials indicating the public attitude toward 
our company in Georgia, and to the proposal we have made to the 
Southeastern Power Administration. Because of its size 1 will not 
ask that the booklet be printed in the record. 

Two of the exhibits refer to the community development program 
which has been sponsored by the Georgia Power Co. for the past 6 
years. One is a summary of the new industries which have been 
established in Georgia as a result of this program. 

The other is a resolution adopted by the Georgia House of Repre- 
sentatives on February 12, 1951, commending the company for con- 
ducting the annual Champion Home Town Contest. 

(The information referred to in order is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. C. B. McManus, PRESIDENT OF THE SOUTHERN Co., BEFORE 
THE PRESIDENT’S WATER Resources Poticy Commission, ATLANTA, GA., 
Juiy 31, 1950 


Mr. Chairman, my name is C. B. McManus. I am president of the Southern 
Co., and of the Georgia Power Co., a subsidiary of The Southern Co. I have been 
connected with the Georgia Power Co. since 1927 in engineering, operating, and 
administrative capacities and before that I was connected with the Alabama 
Power Co. in similar capacities. I have been president of The Southern Co. since 
January 1950, and president of Georgia Power Co. since November 1947. 

The Southern Co. is an integrated electric system comprising the Georgia 
Power Co., Alabama Power Co., Gulf Power Co., and Mississippi Power Co. 

These four companies operate in contiguous areas and are physically inter- 
connected. The area served by the operating subsidiaries of The Southern Co. 
is approximately 100,000 square miles, including most of the States of Georgia 
and Alabama, part of northwest Florida and the southeastern part of Mississippi 
These companies supply practically all of the power requirements throughout their 
service area. 

At the end of April 1950, the operating companies of The Southern Co. system 
served 895,759 electric customers, including industrial, commercial, and residential 
customers as well as municipalities and REA cooperatives. In the 12 months 
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ended April 30, 1950, these customers used 8,619,854,617 kilowatt-hours of energ y 
for which they paid $115,346,628. 

The Southern Co. operating area is supplied with generating, transmission, and 
distribution facilities necessary to meet the needs of the people served. The sys- 
tem comprises 1,704,344 kilowatts of installed generating capacity with 783,500 
kilowatts of additional capacity under construction or definitely approved for 
construction. The major steam-electric plants are all relatively new and modern 
and operate with high efficiency. The hydroelectric plants, while older, are also 
highly efficient. 

The Southern Co. area is well covered with a network of transmission lines, with 
the necessary substations and other facilities. Because of the extensive trans- 
mission facilities, industries are largely decentralized and new manufacturing 
plants coming into the area can be assured of an adequate, dependable supply of 
power in any city, town, or village in our service area, no matter where located 

Electrical energy is extensively transmitted between sister companies and other 
companies in the southeastern region over interconnecting transmission lines. We 
have a power pooling arrangement in the Southern Co. which permits the maxi- 
mum utilization of the capacity of our most efficient units. This arrangement 
results in important operating economies and in the conservation and efficient 
utilization of water resources at the hydroelectric plants. We also have inter- 
connecting transmission lines with other utilities, including the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

The Southern Co. system represents an investment of more than $500,000,000, 
and present and past load trends indicate that the load on this system will double 
during the next 10 years. To provide for this load growth within the area, the 
four operating companies will have to invest approximately $500,000,000 for new 
facilities during this period. 

The position of the Southern Co. and its four operating companies with respect 
to the construction of navigation- and flood-control dams in our service area, and 
the sale of power from these dams, has been stated by me and my associates on 
many occasions. However, I would like to repeat it for the information of this 
Commission. 

We do not oppose these river developments, We have built many of them our- 
selves, and where we cannot economically justify the building of them ourselves, we 
will not take a dog-in-the-manger attitude. They are an asset to the community 
and to the State. We have cooperated and we will cooperate with such develop- 
ments as being in the public interest. 

The subsidiaries of the Southern Co. own 27 hydroelectric plants with a capacity 
of 718,830 kilowatts. Many of them are under Federal Power Commission license. 
We are constructing a new hydroelectric plant at the present time at Furman 
Shoals on the Oconee River in Georgia which will have a capacity of 45,000 kilo- 
watts. We are also adding two units to hydroelectric plants in Georgia and 
Alabama which will increase their capacity by 76,000 kilowatts. 

Flood control and navigation are legitimate governmental enterprises and the 
Federal Government can charge a part of the cost of hydroelectric developments to 
such activities. Furthermore the Government enjoys certain advantages in taxes 
and in cost of money. ‘There are, therefore, hydroelectric developments which the 
Federal Government can justify but which we could not economically undertake. 

I am not qualified to express an opinion on such programs from the standpoint of 
navigation, flood control, recreation, and elimination of stream pollution. I would 
like, however, to comment briefly on policies with respect to hydroelectric develop- 
ment, which have an important bearing on the feasibility of Federal projects. 

The Southern Co.’s attitude, or philosophy, is that we should take and pay for 
the power produced at these reservoir projects in our area—or such part of it as 
is allocated to this area—and distribute it in such a manner as to encourage the 
most widespread use at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with 
sound business principles. ‘The power so purchased would be available to REA 
cooperatives, public bodies, and Government-owned facilities in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law 534, known as the Flood Control Act of 1944, and 
especially of section 5 of that act which gives preference to this class of customers. 

Such an arrangement would provide two fold benefits to the Government and 
the people of the area. It would increase the feasibility and self-liquidation of 
reservoir projects now being constructed and to be constructed and it would assure 
the carrving out of the intent of section 5 of the Flood Control Act with the maxi- 
mum efficiency and economy, and without the unnecessary duplication of trans- 
mission facilities at public expense. 

In the area served by the operating companies of The Southern Co., a ready 
market exists for this prospective power only among the customers of these com- 
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panies. Government power delivered to the operating companies of the South- 
ern Co. would be mingled with the power from our own generating sources and an 
equivalent amount would be delivered over our transmission network to our 
customers defined by section 5 of the Flood Control Act as preference customers, 
throughout the entire area. A municipality or REA cooperative located many 
hundreds of miles from a reservoir development would be on an equal footing 
with one located in the shadow of the dam. 

If the Federal Government undertook to market the power from these dams 
independently it would have no existing market and could develop one only by 
destructively competing with the electric companies for customers already being 
served. Even if the Government were successful in this competition, the develop- 
ment of the market would require many years, during which period the taxpayers 
of the Nation may receive little or no return on their investment in electric power 
facilities. Furthermore, the expenditure of millions of dollars of public funds 
would be required to contruct transmission facilities which would duplicate those 
already existing or planned. 

The supplying of a ready market on the transmission lines of the operating com- 
panies of The Southern Co. means that the payments for the energy produced 
would begin as soon as the generating plants were in operation. The Govern- 
ment could thus be assured of amortizing its investment as provided for by sec- 
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. The feasibility of such projects would 
be immediately established on a sound financial basis and future developments of 
a similar character would be accelerated. 

Customers given preference under the law would receive the equivalent amount 
of power produced at Federal developments over the same transmission lines 
which now serve the hundreds of thousands of our other customers, including 
industrial plants, business establishments, public agencies, homes, and farms. 
These facilities have been developed and expanded over a period of years to pro- 
vide highly dependable, as well as adequate service. An independent transmis- 
sion systm constructed by the Government, of necessarily limited extent, would 
not in the immediate future attain the same degree of adequacy and dependa- 
bility. So the customers given preference under the law, served by the Govern- 
ment, might suffer as far as the character of their service was concerned, by com- 
parison with similar customers served from The Southern Co. system. 

Only a part of the energy produced by hydroelectric plants is firm, or available 
at all times. The remainder is seasonal, varying with stream-flow conditions and 
available only part of the year. Even the construction of large dams does not 
eliminate seasonal variations. With an independent transmission system the 
United States Treasury would lose much of the revenue that might be realized 
from the sale of this seasonal power and the people of the area would be deprived 
of its benefits. 

The Southern Co. system, on the other hand, represents a well-planned balance 
between steam and hydro generation. Its operation can be readily adapted so 
that existing and new steam plants can be operated to firm up the Government 
hydroelectric power and, in effect, convert it into power usable at all times. 

The operating companies in the Southern Co. group would expect to handle 
the distribution of power from the Government dams at a nominal mark-up in 
price only sufficient to cover line losses and handling costs. Thus, the preference 
customers would obtain their equivalent of Government power at bare-bones 
cost, which would insure their receiving all of the power benefits of the Federal 
developments, while remaining customers of the operating companies of the 
Southern Co, Any savings in costs would be passed on to them. In our opinion 
the preference customers can obtain the power in the manner we propose More 
economically and satisfactorily than in any other. The construction of duplicating 
transmission lines would—under our proposal—be wholly unnecessary and waste- 
ful of Federal funds. They would only provide destructive competition for an 
industry which has worked hard and successfully to develop this area, and which 
enjoys the confidence and friendship of the people it serves, without affording any 
compensating benefits for the customers. 

According to our viewpoint, the Government and the electric industry in this 
area ought to work together to assure the people the maximum advantages from 
their river developments. Our ideas as to this partnership arrangement are not 
vague generalities but are practical and specific. We have made a definite pro- 
posal, embodying these principles, to the Administrator of the Southeastern Power 
Administration of the Interior Department and expect to start discussing it at an 
early date. 

There is one point I should like to make clear in connection with our proposal. 
We have always taken the position that we can retain our business only so long 
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as we deserve the business through providing good service at low rates and through 
participating in the constructive affairs of the area. 

This attitude is expressed in our proposal to the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration. We are not trying to tie up the available power for a long period of years 
or for any period at all. On the contrary, we propose that the Government 
reserve the right to withdraw power at any time to serve preference customers who 
wish to deal directly with the Government in obtaining their power supplies. 

In conclusion | should like to repeat that the Southern Co. and its four operat- 
ing companies have the same general purposes with respect to the distribution of 
power from Governmental developments as are expressed in section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act. We are already actively working toward that end, and the proposa| 
we have made to the Southeastern Power Administration for the purchase and 
distribution of power from Federal projects in our area, is, we believe, in accord- 
ance with the intent of the Flood Control Act. 

Thank you. 


Ceorgia Power Co., community development division— New industries as reported by, 
the staff in the territory 


Number | Employees Payroll Investment 


New manufacturers 
1946 710 $31, 912, 000 $58, 461, 30 
1947 9, 500 17, 800, 000 40, 446, 000 
1948 33 5, 864 10, 105, 000 15, 019, 700 
1949 Nf _ 287 8, 555, 520 10, 528, 400 
1950 , 179 14, 001, 460 18, 368, 300 


Total ; , 549 81, 873, 980 142, 823, 7O 

New service establishments 
1946 , 53 5, 800 9, 338, 000 20, 620, 000 
1947 2, 33 9, 000 , 000, 000 32, 000, 000 
1948 , 7, 369 5, 146, 000 | 30, 689, 900 
1949 2, 27: 8,177 ¥, 265, 135 43, 738, YSS 
1950 : 3, 112 5, 970, 910 33, 402, S50 


Potal } 36,458 | 76, 720, 045 160, 451, 738 


Grand total, all industries | 2, | 81, 008 | 158, 594,025 | 3038, 275, 438 
| | 


Hovusr oF REPRESENTATIVES, STATE OF GEORGIA 
{[H. R. No. 122] 
A RESOLUTION 


WHEREAS the Georgia Power Co. annually conducts a champion home town 
contest; and 

WHEREAS this contest promotes the interest of the citizens of Georgia in main- 
taining cleaner and better towns in which to live; and 

WHEREAs such a contest is an admirable project and is conducted wholly at the 
expense of the said company; 

Now THEREFORE, BE rt RESOLVED by the House of Representatives, that the 
Georgia Power Co. be commended for conducting the annual champion home 
town contest, and that the company be congratulated for the good work it is 
doing for the State through such contests; 

Be rr FurTHER ReEso.ven that a copy of this resolution be mailed by the clerk 
of the house to the president of the Georgia Power Co. 

[SEAL] In Hovuse 

Read and adopted February 12, 1951. 
J. W. Boone, 
Clerk of the house. 


REGULATION OF RATES BY STATE POWER COMMISSION 


Senator Corpon. Any offer that you make that has to do with 
rates which you charge—and I am speaking now of your rates to 
your customers in the State of Georgia—any rates that you set for 
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those customers are subject to control of your appropriate supervising 
commission in the State of Georgia? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. We are completely regulated as to rates 
and service and investment by the Georgia Public Service Com- 
mission. 

Senator Corpvon. I can recall before this committee 3 or 4 years 
ago that the State of Arkansas put in evidence which indicated that 
in the State of Arkansas there was a grave question as to whether 
the regulatory body of the State of Arkansas would permit a private 
utility company to set different rates for the same kind of service. 
That is wholly within the control of the State of Georgia? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. 

May I say as bearing on that question that while I think some 
members of the Georgia ‘Public Service Committee at times m: ivy have 
questioned whether our charges to REA co-ops fully carried their 
part of the total cost of our service, they have recognized with us 
that the people served by those co-ops constitute in our State an 
important segment of our economy. 

They have permitted us, and we have voluntarily and frankly on 
occasion, at less than cost, undertaken with them to extend electric 
service into those areas. The REA co-ops in Georgia are doing a 
splendid job, sir, and so far as I know, they are all in a healthy condi- 
tion, and a great many of them have anticipated their debt payments. 

Senator Corvon. As a lawyer, you realize you have not answered 
my question? 

Mr. Brancu. | thought I answered it by saying it is absolutely 
the control of the Georgia Public Service Commission. That was 
the answer. 

Senator Corpon. That is the answer. I wanted your own state- 
ment. 

Now, we are face to face with this proposition as a cold legal 
proposition, that if the Government of the United States enters into 
this kind of a contract with you, it submits itself to that extent to 
the jurisdiction of your regulating agency in Georgia. 

Mr. Brancu. No, sir; our contract with the Allatoona project is 
not subject to the regulatory agency. 

Senator Corpon. I am speaking of the contract which you are 
offering, which in substance as a legal proposition, is the purchase of 
Federal power from the Federal Government, an agreement with the 
Federal Government to sell the equivalent of that power, or some 
power—you say more—to customers not of the Government at rates 
which you agree with the Federal Government as to the amount? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. And you tell me that you cannot make that firm 
agreement, or at least I read that into your answer when you tell me 
that rate is something you cannot control. It is under the control of 
your regulating body in the State of Georgia. 

Mr. Brancn. I do not think my answer indicates we cannot enter 
into such a contract. 

Senator Corpon. I am speaking of its fulfillment. Suppose your 
regulating agency decides they will permit you to make that kind of a 
discount or rate. 

Mr. Brancu. What I want to say is this: It is made subject to the 
approval of the Georgia Public Service Commission. 
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Senator Corpon. There you are. Then the Government becomes 
subordinate in its contracts with you and in its obligation under the 
Flood Control Act to the decision of your regulating agency. 

Mr. Brancn. No, sir; it does not. 

Senator Corpon. I will hear you on that. 

Mr. Brancu. If the negotiations could be completed by Tuesday, 
the contract could be submitted to the Georgia Public Service Com- 
mission for approval within that week. I do not believe anybody has 
a right to assume that the Georgia Public Service Commission which 
has nurtured with us the extension of this service to these co-ops and 
municipalities and has maintained this constant rate in the face ot! 
escalating prices I told you about this morning, is going to refuse to 
approve that contract. 


LEGAL DISCUSSION OF RATE REGULATION BY STATE 


Senator Corpon. Again, as a lawyer, you know that the test of the 
law and the test of the legal rights of that commission is measured by 
what can be done; not what has been done or what may be done, but 
what may reasonably be expected. 

Mr. Brancu. That certainly is true. 

Senator Haypren. You actually purchase this power from the Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct. 

Senator Haypen. Then it becomes your power. 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct. 

Senator Hayppen. Then you are under the completed jurisdiction 
of the Georgia Power Commission? 

Mr. Brancu. The Georgia Public Service Commission. 

Senator Haypren. That being the case, it seems to me Senator 
Cordon is correct. 

Senator ELLeENDER. But in vour resale of that power you agree to 
resell it at the same price plus this charge? 

Mr. Brancu. Absolutely. 

Senator ELLenpEerR. Which is not within the jurisdiction of the 
Georgia Public Service Commission because it is a contract between 
you and Southeastern? 

Mr. Brancu. That was my construction of it, sir. . 

The only thing I can say without speaking for the Georgia Public 
Service Commission, which [ have no authority to do, is that I think 
that it is certainly wrong to assume that this contract, if agreeable, 
to the Southeastern Power Administration, an arm of the Federal! 
Government, and to the Federal Power Commission, because it is 
subject to their approval—those rates and charges must be approved 
by the Federal Power Commission—I do not see or anticipate or 
apprehend any such attempted regulation or assertion of authority, or 
any attempt to disturb any such relation. 

Senator Haypen. In a case of that kind would the Federal Power 
Commission be the final authority in telling you what you had to do, 
or the Georgia Public Service Commission? 

Mr. Branen. The Government would govern. I agree with Senator 
Cordon as a lawyer that the final test is not what may have been 
done, but what could be done. 
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I think it is pertinent to the inquiry. This Commission has 
changed personnel and complexion over a period of years and I believe 
it is at least indicative that our contract with the North Georgia 
Electric Membership Corp. which was filed in the late thirties, has 
never been disturbed in the slightest. 


CONTRACT FOR ALLATOONA DAM POWER, GEORGIA 


We have a contract with the Department of the Interior, under 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act, on the Allatoona Dam. ‘There 
has been no effort by the Georgia Public Service Commission to dis- 
turb that contract. 

I think legally, Senator, you are correct that if the Georgia Public 
Service Commission were disposed to exercise a control of this contract, 
they might do it on the resale rate we make to the preference customers. 

I do not think you argue that there is any likelihood they are going 
to raise the rate above what we have proposed. 

Senator Corpon. Let us not argue. Let us try to stay within 
the ultimate aspects of the matter, because in the last analysis that 
is the governing factor. 

We are going to assume if this contract were made its execution, 
according to its terms, is subject to control of and modification by your 
governing body of Georgia, the Georgia Public Service Commission. 

If you reach agreement with the Interior Department and that 
agreement provides for approval by the Georgia Public Service Com- 
mission, and that approval is given to that contract and the contract 
runs for 15 vears, what in your view as a lawyer is the power of the 
Georgia Public Service Commission, after it has approved the rate 
and the contract with the Government, to withdraw that approval 
or acquire a modification of the rate for the service period? 

Mr. Brancu. My opinion as a lawyer is that it is like any other 
contract we make; they would have the initial right to approve it. 
They could not thereafter compel the parties to that contract to make 
a different contract. If they undertook to do it, altering this basis 
of original sales price by the Department of the Interior to us, or the 
ultimate arrangement of the amount that should be charged to the 
REA’s or municipalities, the Department of the Interior could im- 
mediately say, ‘We made that contract and it was approved by your 
regulatory authority. We are not willing to sell the power to you on 
some other basis.”’ 

Then if any such a situation arose, you would be here and have a full 
opportunity in the light of that to determine whether you are going to 
spend millions of dollars to build transmission lines to serve the 
preference customers. 

Senator Corpvon. Let me carry that one step further. I think it is 
important that we have it before the committee and in the record. 


CANCELLATION CLAUSE OF POWER CONTRACT 


Your contract also carries a 3-year cancellation clause? 

Mr. Brancu. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. Under the terms of such a cancellation ciause 
were there to be adverse action by your regulatory body, the Govern- 
ment of the United States would then give notice of its intention to 
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cancel, could require you to continue the service for any period, at 
least up to the 3 years, and in that period of time could take whatever 
steps, in its judgment, were necessary to protect the integrity of its 
laws? 

Mr. Brancu. I think so. 

Senator Corpon. In addition to whatever right it might have, and 
I do not have much faith in some rights, any other right it might have 
on the basis of b-each of contract and it would have the right to go into 
the courts to determine, as you would, the right of the Public Service 
Commission to vary the approval which it had previously given to the 
contract and the rates therein adopted. 

Mr. Brancn. I do not think there is any question about it, Senator. 


DISTINCTION BETWEEN FEDERAL AND STATE JURISDICTION 


Senator O’'Manoney. In your opinion, what jurisdiction does the 
Georgia Public Service Commission have over the rates to be agreed 
to between your company and Southeastern Power? 

Mr. Brancu. I think, sir, the Georgia Public Service Commission 
would have no jurisdiction over the rate to be set at the place where 
this power is generated; that is, between us and between an arm of the 
Federal Government. 

I think the Federal Power Commission has been designated by you 
as the approving regulatory authority. 

As to the rate to be ultimately charged for this power, or any com- 
posite of this power, to the REA’s and municipalities, I think our 
Georgia Public Service Commission would have a voice in that. 

Having granted prior approval of the contract to produce a certain 
result, I do not think that commission could subsequently revise that 
charge, or modify that contract without the express prior agreement 
of the Interior Department, ourselves, and the approval of the Federal 
Power Commission without giving to Interior a right to abrogate the 
contract if they saw fit. 

Senator Corpon. I have one other question in the same field. 

One of your obligations under your cortract will be the delivery of 
the power to the customers designated by the Interior Department 
in that area. 

Assuming you do not have the necessary transmission facilities to 
effectuate that delivery at that point and it is necessary for you to 
construct additional transmission facilities, substations, switching 
stations, what have you, are you required under the law of the State 
of Georgia to make application to your commission and get authority 
for this additional improvement? 

Mr. Brancu. We are not required under the law of the State of 
Georgia to apply to our commission for the right to make extensions 
or additions to our facilities. 

Senator Haypren. We thank you, sir. 

Mr. Braneu. I want to thank the committee. 

May I have the privilege within a short time of revising the state- 
ment I filed with you to more nearly reflect some of the things I have 
said here? 

Senator Haypren. That will be done. 
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AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Senator ELLeENDER. Are you suggesting certain amendments, Mr. 
Branch? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, to the bill, but not to the contract. 

Senator ELLenpdER. Will you kindly tender them over again and 
let us have them in the form you think they ought to be submitted? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. I will have to give some more study to 
them and | will submit them shortly. 

Senator ELLenDER. That can be done. 

(The amendments were not filed with the committee in time for 
printing.) 

Mr. Brancu. With me here today, but not desiring to impose 
upon the time of the committee, are the presidents of the sister com- 
panies of mine who merely desire the privilege of introducing into the 
record brief statements of their position in this matter? 


STATEMENTS OF J. M. BARRY, ALABAMA POWER CO.; L. P. 
SWEATT, JR., MISSISSIPPI POWER CO.; J. F. CRIST, GULF POWER 
CO., IN OPPOSITION TO SEPA TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Brancu. This is Mr. J. M. Barry of the Alabama Power Co., 
Mr. L. P. Sweatt, Jr., of the Mississippi Power Co., and Mr. J. F. 
Crist, president of Gulf Power Co. 

Senator Haypen. We will include these statements in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS W. MARTIN, CHAIRMAN OF THE Boarb, ALABAMA 
Power Co. 


This statement is filed in opposition to the request of the Southeastern Power 
Administration which is seeking appropriation for the fiseal vear 1952. In early 
March of 1951, the subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee held 
hearings pertaining to this request of the Southeastern Power Administration at 
which time we, among numerous other protestants, appeared and filed statements 
in opy osi(ion to the appropriation that wes being sought at that hearing. We are 
filing herewith copy of the statement dated March 2, 1951 filed by this company 
at that hearing. 

It is our understanding that the appropriation being requested here is for the 
same general purpose for which the appropriation was requested and heard before 
the House subcommittee. Even though the Southeastern Power Administration 
may have-made some revisions in the amounts requested and in its immediate 
proposals, we are of the o; inion and believe that the ultimate objectives of the 
Southeastern Power Administration have not been changed and, therefore, wish 
to express now before this committee all of the objections expressed in the com- 
panv’s statement of March. In addition to the reasons set forth in our statement 
of March 2, we state herewith the following additional reasons for being opposed 
to proposed appropriation: 

The Southeastern Power Administration in its report to the Congress which 
seeks to justify the requested appropriation includes a ‘‘Detailed justification’’ 
for a continuing fund in the amount of $200,000 for fiscal vear 1952. According 
to the ‘Detailed justification,’ that proposed continuing fund is to be derived 
from receipts from the transmission and sale of electric power and energy under 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of December 2, 1944. It is 
also stated that the fund ‘‘will also be used to purchase power and energy from 
other utility systems when required to make the best use of water storage and 
firm up the Federal hydroelectric installations.’” While the purposes of this 
requested continuing fund are stated generally to be for emergency purposes, 
the “Detailed justification” is broad enough to permit the Administration to use 
the fund for many other purposes, including the possible acquisition, through 
lease arrangement, of steam plants and transmission lines without approval of 
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the Congress and even contrary to congressional sentiment as indicated by 
previous refusal of direct appropriations for such facilities. It was brought out 
by one of the witnesses appearing before the House subcommittee hearing on the 
Southwestern Power Administration appropriation for 1952 that through the use 
of a similar fund of $300,000 the Southwestern Power Administration is acquiring 
some 3,480 miles of transmission lines and 115,000 kilowatts of steam plant 
capacity costing a total of $61,689,000 in the States of Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
Kansas, and Missouri, without the authorization of the Congress. 

We, therefore, request that the requested $200,000 continuing fund be eliminated 
or definitely restricted to the extent that it will be impossible for the Southeastern 
Power Administration to use it for the construction, acquisition, or rental of 
transmission or generating facilities or for other purposes not specifically authorized 
by the Congress. 

The appropriation requested, according to our information, includes funds for 
preliminary engineering studies including studies of proposed transmission lines and 
preliminary surveys of alternative line routes. Inasmuch as this and other com- 
panies have made offers to Southeastern Power Administration which would 
avoid and make entirely unnecessary the construction of duplicating transmis- 
sion lines, we consider that the appropriation for such purposes is unnecessary 
and, if made, would in all probability be used for the wasteful duplication of 
existing lines and for the purpose of interfering and attempting to interfere with 
the business of the utilities in that area through the continued solicitation of 
customers presently being adequately served by the utility companies at reasonable 
cost. 

We therefore, respectfully submit that: 

(1) No appropriation should be made for the construction of transmission 
lines by the Southeastern Power Administration. 

(2) That the continuing fund be eliminated or be definitely restricted in such 
manner that the Southeastern Power Administration cannot use the fund for 
the construction, acquisition, or rental of transmission or generating facilities or 
for other purposes not specifically authorized by the Congress. 

(3) That proposed appropriation for planning the construction of transmission 
lines, and other activities such as soliciting customers of the utility companies 
be eliminated. 


SraTeMENT OF THomas W. Martin, CHAIRMAN OF THE BoarD, ALABAMA 
PowrerR ComMPpaNny 


This statement is filed in opposition to the request of the Southeastern Power 
Administration which is seeking an appropriation of $4,500,000 for the fiscal year 
1952 to be used generally for the purpose of constructing electric transmission 
lines. The appropriation sought includes funds which must be provided by this 
company and other American taxpayers, with which to build, among others, 
electric transmission lines in the State of Georgia. The report of the Southeast- 
ern Power Administration to the Congress which seeks to justify the requested 
appropriation refers to a proposed Clark-Hill-Macon, Georgia electric transmission 
line as follows: 

“This feature will initially provide service at 115 kilovolts to the load center at 
Macon, Ga. and will ultimately provide a 230,000 volt tie between the Clark 
Hill power plant and power developments in the Alabama-Coosa Basin, three of 
which, totaling 249,000 kilowatts are authorized at the present time.” 

Alabama Power Co. is and has been for more than 40 years an operating electric 
utility in Alabama. It operates an electric generating, transmission, and distri- 
bution system which provides the electric power requirements of the public in 
most of the State, except in the Tennessee Valley area. 

As of December 31, 1950 the company, which has more than 4,000 employees, 
was providing electric service directly at retail to 355,282 customers in 585 com- 
munities. The company had in operation 17,600 miles of rural line serving 
99,377 rural customers, of which 83,716 are farms. In addition to the rural 
customers served from its rural lines, the company is also serving approximately 
50,000 customers in rural communities. The company is now serving 95 percent 
of the farms within its service area, and by the end of 1951 will be serving 98 
percent of the farms within its service area. It follows that of the 355,282 cus- 
tomers served directly by Alabama Power Co. approximately 150,000 are located 
in rural areas and rural communities. The company is also providing the power 
supply to other utilities, municipalities, and cooperatives for distribution and reasle 
to some additional 227,000 customers. Therefore, at the end of 1950 the company 
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was providing most of the power requirements for a total of 582,000 customers 
throughout the State of Alabama, except within the Tennessee Valley area. 

The company has 6 large hydroelectric plants in middle Alabama and 4 large 
steam plants located in different parts of the State to enable it to render the very 
best service that skill and foresight can produce. Anticipating the growth of 
load in this area, it is bringing in 140,000 kilowatts of new plant eapacity in 1951 
and another 156,000 kilowatts in 1952. On completion of these plants it will have 
in hydroelectric and steam installed capacity a total of 1,135,560 kilowatts. 

In addition the company has on order 2 other steam electric generating units, 
each with a capacity of from 40,000 to 150,000 kilowatts to be installed for 
operation in 1953, location of which is now under consideration. 

There is no question of the company’s ability to meet every load requirement 
in any part of the territory it serves now and in the foreseeable future. 

Alabama Power Co. has constructed and now operates a network of 4,762 
miles of electric transmission lines interconnecting with its generating plants and 
extending throughout the company’s entire service area so as to provide an ade- 
quate and dependable supply of electric power for its various customers. The 
company also owns and operates approximately 22,250 miles of electric distribu- 
tion lines. Alabama Power Co. is associated wtih three other electric companies 
in adjoining States, namely, Georgia Power Co., Gulf Power Co. and Mississippi 
Power Co. The four companies constitute the integrated Southern Co. electric 
system in Georgia, Florida, Alabama and Mississippi. 

Attached to this statement is a map showing the interconnected and integrated 
system of the Southern Co. 

These four associated companies have been integrated in respect to their power 
supply and transmission systems for a great many years. The subject was fully 
presented to the Securities and Exchange Commission when that Commission 
had under consideration the dissolution of the Commonwealth & Southern Corp., 
of which this and its associated companies were subsidiaries. 

The Securities and Exchange Commission, in its order issued under date of 
August 1, 1947, found that the electric properties of these four operating com- 
panies were retainable under common control as an integrated public utility sys- 
tem under the standards of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 and 
that the continued existence of the Southern Co. as a holding company over 
such retainable properties 1s &Sppropriate under such standards. In this connec- 
tion, it was shown that there are substantial savings in operating costs and fixed 
charges, resulting from coordinated planning and Operation; that power supply 
economies are achieved through sharing of reserve capacity and through joint 
planning of generating facilities so as to stagger construction; further than power 
supply economies result from central load dispatching whereby, by the control of 
reservoirs, run of river and fuel-electrie plants, substantial amounts of water which 
might otherwise be wasted are conserved and thereby the need for additional gen- 
erating facilities with accompanying fixed charges may be averted or delayed. 

Based upon these findings, the Southern Co. was organized; the four com- 
panies were taken over by the Southern Co. The method of integrated oper- 
ation’ has been carried on as in the past years; and it is’ estimated that the 
annual savings to the companies and hence to the publie served by them is in the 
order of at least. $6,000,000 a vear. 

The electric transmission facilities of the company are interconnected with the 
transmission facilities of the Southern system by means of heavy duty high 
voltage lines in such a manner that in effect power generated at any point on the 
entire interconnected Southern system in Georgia, Florida, Alabama, and Missis- 
sippi, may be utilized at any other point. Additional interconnections make 
power available from the Tennessee Valley Authority, other utilities, and a numker 
of industrial and miscellaneous sources. 

The company has electric transmission lines in close proximity to each of the 
proposed Federal reservoir projects within its service area. This company has 
jointly with the other three companies of the Southern Co. system = sub- 
mitted a proposed contract to the Southeastern Power Administration. This 
proposed contract fulfills and carries out the congressional mandate as contained 
in section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 providing for the distribution of 
surplus power from the Federal reservoir projects in such manner as to encourage 
the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers con- 
sistent with sound business principles, and giving preference in the sale of such 
power to publie bodies and cooperatives. The proposed contract submitted by 
\labama Power Co. and its associated companies to the Southeastern Power 
Administration would accomplish these purposes fully and completely. If such 
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proposed contract is accepted by the Southeastern Power Administration, there 
would be no oceasion for the use of Federal funds as is now proposed by the 
Southeastern Power Administration for the construction of electric transmission 
lines and facilities which, if built, would not only duplicate existing facilities but 
would necessitate a waste of critical materials, manpower, and Federal funds at the 
expense of the American taxpayers and at a time when all such materials, man- 
power and funds should be most zealously safeguarded and conserved for the 
defense effort. 

There are some 10,000 stockholders of Alabama Power Co., of whom approxi- 
mately 7,000 are residents of Alabama. The company has made an investment 
of more than $225,000,000 in its electric plants and facilities in Alabama. In 
1950 the company accrued from income $10,592,410 for payment of taxes, of 
which more than $6,000,000 constituted Federal income tax. Taxes by the com- 
pany, also included more than $2,000,000 in real and personal property taxes in 
64 of the 67 counties of the State. 

Alabama Power Co. has over the vears constructed and is now operating an 
electric generating and transmission system which is providing at reasonable rates 
an adequate and dependable supply of electric power sufficient to serve the public 
in its service area. All rates of the company have been approved by the Alabama 
Public Service Commission, a State regulatory body which, under the laws of 
the State of Alabama, has general supervision and control over the company’s 
rates and service. The company now has planned or under construction addi- 
tional facilities to meet the growing requirements for electric service in its area. 
Unless prevented from so doing by shortages of critical materials or by other 
things beyond the control of the company, Alabama Power Co. will continue to 
provide the necessary facilities for transmitting and distributing electric power 
to meet all future requirements within the company’s service area. The company 
can do this while still functioning as a part of the American free enterprise system, 

The proposed appropriation of $4,500,000 for the Southeastern Power Admin- 
istration for the fiscal year 1952, if made, will be used generally for the purpose 
of constructing duplicating electric transmission lines which are absolutely un- 
necessary. Such an appropriation is not only unnecessary but it would result 
in waste of critical materials, manpower, and Federal funds at a time when such 
materials, manpower, and funds are so sorely needed for the defense effort. The 
proposed appropriation is not only inexpedient, unnecessary, and wasteful, but 
such an appropriation, if made, will lead eventually to a needless duplication of 
the electric transmission and generating facilities of the company. It will lead 
also to an effort on the part of the Federal Government, acting through the 
Southeastern Power Administration, to take from this company and from its 
employees and its stockholders, the business and the customers which have been 
built up through the joint efforts of this company and its employees and stock- 
holders over a period of many years. Such effort will of necessity be financed 
and paid for by this company and by its employees and stockholders and by 
the other American taxpayers, all at a time when such use of funds, materials, 
and manpower would be highly prejudicial to the defense program. Could 
anything be more unnecessary, inequitable, unfair, and unjust? 


STraTEMENT oF L. P. Sweatt, Jr., PrReEsIDENT, MississipPp1 Power Co., 
GULFPORT, Miss. 


According to our understanding the appropriations Southeastern is requesting 
from the Senate Appropriations Committee are for the same objectives as those 
requested from the House in March 1951. We appeared before the House sub- 
committee on March 2, 1951, to oppose appropriation of the funds Southeastern 
was then requesting and filed a statement with that committee against their 
request. A copy of that statement is attached to give the Senate Appropriations 
Committee full particulars on our opposition to the appropriation Southeastern 
is requesting from the Senate and in addition important relative information. 

We request the Senate Appropriations Committee to consider our objections 
to the appropriation Southeastern is requesting from the Senate. Those objec- 
tions are contained in full in the attached statement and briefed in general below: 

(a) Southeastern’s request for a $200,000 “continuing fund”’ is, in a measure, 
similar to a request for an indefinite amount to be spent by Southeastern as it 
deems necessary since the amount of this fund could be varied extensively by 
Southeastern with receipts from its power sales. This request should be denied 
in its entirety or granted with specific restrictions on the purposes and amounts 
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for which it may be used so that this fund cannot be used for the construction, 
acquisition or rental of transmission or generating facilities or for other purposes 
not specifically authorized by the Congress. 

(b) Southeastern’s request, we understand, also embraces funds for studies and 
development of plans to build certain transmission lines. Since we and our associ- 
ated companies have offers before Southeastern under which Southeastern will 
not need transmission lines to market the power generated by the projects for 
which it is the marketing agent, their present request for transmission line funds 
is not necessary. 

The granting of funds to Southeastern for transmission lines would lead to an 
unnecessary duplication of the transmission lines of our company and its associ- 
ates and to a loss of some of their markets. Those adverse consequences should 
be averted. They can be averted by appropriate agreements between South- 
eastern and the private utilities. The agreement we and our associates have 
before Southeastern we believe is appropriate. It, in our judgment, would enable 
Southeastern to market its power to preference customers within the entire service 
area of our group of companies at lower rates than Southeastern could market its 
power to the same customers with a Government-owned transmission system, 


STATEMENT OF L, P. Sweatt, Jr., PRESIDENT, Mississipp1 Power Co., 
GULFPORT, Miss. 


The Southeastern Power Administration, was established on March 21, 1950, by 
the Secretary of the Interior to “market electric power generated at Corps of 
Engineers reservoir projects located in the States of West Virginia, Virginia, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, and 
Kentucky.” 

The first appropriation for SEPA (for a portion of the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950) provided for 11 permanent positions, and for operation and maintenance 
expenses totaling $55,878. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, SEPA has 
an appropriation of $150,000 for operation and maintenance, providing for 34 
permanent positions. 

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, SEPA has requested $300,000 for 
operation and maintenance, which includes salaries for 60 permanent positions. 
This is a 100-percent increase in operation and maintenance appropriations and a 
76.5-percent increase in permanent positions. 

SEPA has also requested that the language of the law be changed to enlarge its 
activities to include the “operation and maintenance of power transmission 
facilities.” 

SEPA has further requested authority “for construction and acquisition of 
transmission lines, substations, and appurtenant facilities, and for administrative 
expenses connected therewith,” and has asked for an additional appropriation of 
$4,000,000 during the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952, for this purpose, the funds 
“to remain available until expended.” 

SEPA estimates that this latter activity will require an additional 212 permanent 
positions, principally of an engineering nature, and a travel allowance of $180,000, 
for planning and construction of transmission facilities to be built or acquired dur- 
ing the fiscal year 1952 and for preparing plans and making surveys for transmis- 
sion lines and other facilities to be constructed and acquired during later vears. 

In addition to the above amounts totaling $4,300,000 for use during the fiscal 
vear 1952, SEPA has requested a ‘‘permanent indefinite appropriation’’ in the 
nature of a continuing fund of $200,000 “‘to defray expenses of rental of facilities 
and purchase of electric power and energy” and for ‘‘emergency expenses necessary 
to insure continuity of electric service and continuous Operation of Government 
facilities in said area.” 

If such a fund is established it will constitute a blank check to SEPA, continuing 
from year to year, and the only limitation on SEPA’s expenditures for these pur- 
poses would be that not more than $200,000 could be expended in any one payment, 
and that the total disbursed in a given fiscal year could not exceed the total income 
to the Government from the transmission and sale of electric power and energy 
generated at federally financed reservoir projects in the Southeastern States. 
SEPA estimates that the income from the sale of such power and energy during the 
fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952, will be in excess of $4,000,000. This entire amount 
could be disbursed under the so-called continuing fund during that fiscal year, 
and in each succeeding fiscal year the total power revenues could be disbursed by 
SEPA without further approval by the Congress. (See Douglas Wright’s testi- 
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mony on SWPA contingency fund, Senate hearings, Interior Department Appro- 
priations for 1951, pp. 1786-1794.) The report of the Southeastern Power Ad- 
ministration to the Congress which seeks to justify the requested appropriations 
refers to a proposed Clark-Hill-Macon, Ga., electric transmission line as follows: 

‘This feature will initially provide service at 115 kilovolts to the load center at 
Macon, Ga., and will ultimately provide a 230-kilovolt tie between the Clark 
Hill power plant and power developments in the Alabama-Coosa Basin, three of 
which, totaling 249,000 kilowatts are authorized at the present time.”’ 

Mississippi Power Co. is and has been for more than 25 years an operating 
electric utility in Mississippi. It operates an electric generating, transmission, 
and distribution system which provides the electric service requirements of the 
public in the 23 counties of the southeastern sector of the State of Mississippi. 

The company is furnishing electric services at rates which are low in the priv- 
ately owned utility field. It has attained low rates by promoting uses of electric 
energy and through voluntary rate reductions from time to time. When it began 
operations in 1925 the company obtained 5.79 cents a kilowatt-hour, for its 
services as a whole. © For those services in 1950 it obtained 1.79 cents a kilowatt- 
hour. 

The company is and always has furnished the entire wholesale power require- 
ments of the REA cooperatives which distribute power in the territory adjacent 
to the company. Today there are six such cooperatives. They have 20 separate 
sources of power from the company which will enable them to serve all of the 
farms and homes in their services areas. In 1950 they paid the company 6.1 
mills per kilowatt-hour for their wholesale power which was about one-third 
lower than the average cost of such power purchased from private utilities in the 
United States. 

The taxes imposed on the company have taken a larger and larger portion of 
its gross revenue. When it began in 1925 taxes took 8.2 percent of its gross 
revenue. In 1950 the tax take was 25.1 percent of gross revenue. The tax take 
in 1950 amounted to a tax of 4.6 mills for each kilowatt-hour sold by the company. 

At the end of 1950 the company employed slightly more than 600 people and was 
furnishing electric service to 80,656 retail u stomers located in 137 communities. 
On that date the company was also furnishing electric service indirectly to 42,100 
customers located in rural areas of the REA cooperatives served at wholesale by 
the company. 

During the company’s entire life it has assisted the communities in its territory 
and the State in establishing new industrial plants to provide more and more jobs. 
In ‘the 10-year period ended with 1950 the company assisted in establishing 95 
new large industries in its territory whose plant investment amounted to $12,- 
545,000, and whose operations provided 7,100 new good jobs. 

At the end of 1950 the company’s investment in electric generation, trans- 
mission, and distribution facilities amounted to approximately $35,000,000. 

The company is associated with three other adjacent electric utilities, namely, 
Alabama Power Co., Georgia Power Co., and Gulf Power Co., all of which are 
subsidiaries of the Southern Co. The generating plants and the transmission 
systems of these companies are integrated and are operated as one system. 

The company has always endeavored to keep its power sources so that it would 
have an ample reserve for unforeseen requirements. One of its major power 
sources today is a 90,000 horsepower new steam plant using natural gas as fuel 
and located near Hattiesburg. Another 58,000 horsepower modern steam plant 
near Meridian to use natural gas as fuel will be added to the company’s power 
sources in April 1951. Another 58,000 horsepower unit for the Meridian plant 
has been ordered for delivery and installation in 1952, 

The Mississippi Power Co. opposes the granting of the funds and the additional 
authority requested by SEPA for the following reasons: 

1. SEPA was established as a power marketing agency. The additional author- 
ity requested by SEPA now would increase its activities and permit it to construct 
tie lines, transmission lines and other electric facilities which would duplicate exist- 
ing like facilities owned by the Georgia Power Co., an affiliate of the Mississippi 
Power Co. 

2. If new facilities are required for service to new civilian or military establish- 
ments in the territory of the Georgia Power Co., such facilities will only entail 
small additions to the Georgia Power Co.’s existing system. In contrast, the 
servicing of such establishments by SEPA under its plan would require large quan- 
tities of scarce materials and manpower. 

3. With small additions to the existing transmission net. work of the companies 
in the Southern Co, group, they can receive all of the power from Federal reservoir 
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projects which is allocated for use within their service areas and those companies 
can distribute such power with minor changes in their existing facilities to the pref- 
erence customers within their service areas. They propose to receive and dis- 
tribute the Federal reservoir power at rates uniform throughout the area of the 
Southern Co. group. Such a plan for the distribution of Federal reservoir power 
when compared with SEPA’s projected plan would save large quantities of ma- 
terials needed for defense purposes and would save the taxpayers from additional 
tax burdens. 

4. Under date of March 24, 1950, the Mississippi Power Co., and its associates, 
submitted a proposal to SEPA which would assure the distribution of all Federal 
reservoir power allocated for use within the area of the Southern companies, under 
the preference and other provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
This proposal provided for lower rates to the preference customers than would be 
made available under a Government Owned and operated transmission network, 
and was later modified to provide that the Government might designate those 
entitled to preference under the above statute. It further provided that the 
Government could at any time build transmission lines to serve any preference 
customers who wished to deal directly with the Government. It also provided 
that the Government could, at any time on 3 years’ notice, cancel the contract 
in its entirety. The SEPA Administrator verbally rejected the proposal on 
August 14, 1950. This rejection was confirmed by a letter from the Administrator 
dated September 8, 1950, in which he submitted a proposed contract which would 
require the companies to transmit power for the account of the Government, 
surrender their customers to SEPA, and agree to furnish the Government such 
steam generated power a.id energy as might be needed to supplement Government 
sources in serving these customers. This proposal was, of course, not acceptable 
to the companies, since it would result in the surrender of customers and markets 
developed by the companies Over many years at a cost of millions of dollars with- 
out any benefit to the preference customers or to the taxpayers. A counter- 
proposal, meeting all requirements of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and assuring the distribution of Federal reservoir power to the largest number of 
preference customers at the lowest possible cost, has been submitted to SEPA as 
a basis for further negotiations. 

We realize that the Government must have an organization for marketing the 
power generated at Federal reservoir projects. With the understanding that 
this was the purpose of the SEPA we did not oppose legislation which provided 
for its establishment. 

We believe that the appropriation requested of $300,000 for operation and 
maintenance during the fiscal year 1952, which will provide for the maintenance 
of the SEPA office including salaries, travel expenses, etc., for 60 permanent Gov- 
ernment positions, is more than ample to carry out the marketing function for 
which SEPA was established. As a matter of fact, the SEPA Administrator has 
requested only $126,214 for “‘power marketing”’ during the fiscal year 1952, which 
is less than 3 percent of the total appropriations requested, exclusive of the con 
tinuing fund. 

There is no justification for increasing the authority of SEPA so as to enable it 
to build or acquire and operate tie lines, transmission lines, and appurtenant 
facilities constituting a complete power transmission system in the territory of the 
southern companies to duplicate existing facilities. To provide funds for the 
planning of such power systems is likewise unnecessary and unjustified. 

A study of the record shows that once the authority is given and the plans are 
prepared that such action becomes a powerful and continuing lever for additional 
funds for materializing the plans. It further shows that after the authority is 
given, it is most difficult for Congress to limit or withdraw it. 

We urge that the following requested authorizations and appropriations be 
denied insofar as they provide for the planning or construction of tie lines, trans- 
mission lines, substations, or any appurtenant facilities for transmitting or dis- 
tributing electric power and energy within the States of Georgia, Alabama, 
Mississippi, and Florida comprising the territories of the southern companies: 

(1) The authorization to construct and acquire transmission lines, substations, 
and appurtenant facilities, and the appropriation of $4,000,000 requested for 
initiating such.a program; 

(2) The authority for a continuing fund of $200,000; and 

(3) The request that the language of the law under which SEPA was estab- 
lished be changed so as to make it possible for SEPA to plan, construct, and 
operate a duplicating power system. (Information pertaining to this statement 
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and a copy of the proposal to SEPA dated March 24, 1950, in regard to the dis- 
tribution of Federal reservoir power by the southern companies are as follows:) 


Georaia Power Co., 
Atlanta, March 24, 1950. 
Mr. Ben J. Crem, 
Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, 
Power Division, Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cretm: We wish to submit for your consideration a broad plan for 
the distribution and integration of all of the power and all of the capacity that 
might be available from Clark Hill, Buford, and Jim Woodruff power projects, or 
any subsequent Government reservoir power projects in the area of the Georgia 
Power Co., or in that of any of its three sister companies. 

Such a plan as is outlined on the attached severely condensed memorandum can 
be consummated either with all the companies comprising The Southern Company 
group, or with each company individually, as may be desired. Too, if desired, 
the Allatoona contract could also be embodied into such an agreement, thus bring- 
ing all the present and proposed reservoir power projects under a single con- 
tractual agreement. 

You will appreciate that many details must be arranged to incorporate into 
final contract form each one of the sections contained in the memorandum at- 
tached, as the attached memorandum can only establish general policies for work- 
ing out details of the final contract. Therefore, after you have had an opportunity 
to review the attached, I would appreciate your communicating with me so that 
we can undertake discussions as to details that would enter into the final agreement. 

When an agreement embodying the provisions outlined in the memorandum is 
consummated, such agreement will conform to every single feature contained in 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. It eliminates the necessity for 
duplication of facilities, and at the same time will insure that all benefits accruing 
from these projects will be passed on to the ultimate consumer to the very greatest 
possible extent, over the widest possible area, and at the lowest possible ultimate 
power cost. 

We are, at your convenience, ready to proceed with the work of completion of a 
definitive contract in accordance with the principles outlined in the attached 
memorandum, 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
Cras. A. Couirer. 


CoNDENSED OUTLINE OF A SvuGGcEsSTED Contract BETWEEN Grorcia POWER 
Company AND Its SisteR CoMpPANIES OF THE SOUTHERN Group, WITH THE 
FreperRAL GOVERNMENT, FOR PowreR From Crark Hitt, Jim Wooprvrr, 
BuFoRD, AND OTHER FEDERAL RESERVOIR PROJECTS IN THE AREA 


The contract for the disposition of power from Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, 
Buford, and other Federal reservoir projects under control of the War Depart- 
ment must be negotiated under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. The 
suggested contract provisions that follow insure complete conformance with that 
section. 

(1) The companies will purchase at the switchboard all power allocated and 
delivered to them from the Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, Buford, and other Federal 
reservoir projects in their area, as, and if they are completed, at an over-all rate 
for energy and capacity, upon a basis that will be mutually satisfactory. 

(2) The companies will, upon consummation of such a contract, file an optional 
rate schedule with their respective commissions or rate-governing bodies applicable 
to all cooperatives, wholesale municipalities, and to Government-owned properties 
with individual demands in excess of 500 kilowatts. This optional rate will be 
equivalent to the weighted average price per kilowatt-hour paid by the companies 
to the Federal Government for capacity and kilowatt-hours of all the power 
delivered to the companies from Federal reservoir projects in the Southern 
Company’s service area, plus X percent. The electric service is to be metered to 
the preference customers of the companies on either the high or low side of sub- 
stations, whichever is the now prevailing custom. 

(3) All the REA cooperatives, wholesale municipalities, and those Government- 
owned institutions with individual demands in excess of 500 kilowatts, will continue 
to contract with the respective companies, either on basis of their presently 
published applicable rate schedules or upon the optional schedule, as referred to 
above, and will remain customers of the respective companies. 
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(4) The amount of power that may be purchased by the preference customers 
under the optional rate shall not exceea the aggregate of the power delivered to the 
companies from the Federal reservoir projects included in the contract, less 
X percent for line losses. If the requirements of the preference customers exceed 
the energy available from the Government plants, the companies will then sell to 
the preference customers all of their additional energy requirements at their 
regularly applicable then existing rate schedules. 

(5) The term of the contract may be for as long a period of time as the Govern- 
ment wishes, but should be for not less than 15 years, with the right vested in the 
Government to cancel the contracts on 3 years’ notice at its option, if it should 
develop that the preference customers find it to their advantage to purchase power 
from the Federal Government direct. 

(6) The Government shall have the right to withdraw blocks of power and 
capacity contracted for by the companies, from time to time, for preference 
customers who prefer to purchase power directly from the Federal Government 
facilities. 

(7) The optional rate schedule referred to in paragraph (2) above will be made 
effective throughout the systems of the respective companies, and upon a uniform 
basis, as Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, and Buford power becomes available. 

If desired the Allatoona contract could be canceled and the power included in 
the above provisions. 

Cuas. A. CouuiER. 

Marcu 28, 1950. 


Mississippi Power Co.—Statement of reclassified plant as at January 1, 1937, exclue 
sive of plant acquisition adjustments from Dec. 381, 19389, through Dec. 31, 1950 


| Balance, end 


Additions Retirements of period 


Dec. 31— | | 
1939 $co . : ab z i $11, 645, 433 
MGs ewcwasse : : $1, 042, 992 $642, 758 { , 237 , 045, 670 
1941 1, 051, 004 37, 965 913, 039 2, 958, 709 
1942 542, 417 50, 392, 301 3, 351, 010 
1043 = ‘i j , 208, 067 291, 425 3, 642 3, 357, 652 
1944 1, 908, 832 | < 367, 6 356 78 176 , 898, 828 
1945 , se ao 1, 583, 886 ; , 457, 106 , 355, 934 
1946 1, 734, ‘ 327, 045 , 407, 22 17, 763, 162 
1947 : 2, 986, 876 6 2, 820, 245 20, 583, 404 
1948 aa 3, 892, : : 337, 374 3, 554, 93 24, 138, 328 
1949. __- 3, 023, 35 363, 425 5, 25 29, 798, 254 
1950_- ae 6, 467, 095 813, 966 5, 653, 126 35, 451, 380 


Total ree m : é a a 27, 531, 103 3, 725, 156 23, 805, 947 | 35, 451, 380 
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Mississippi Power Co.—Statement of taxes by years, 1925-1950 


Taxes 


Pereent gross 


State and revenue 


Federal local Total 





$110, 056 | $110, 056 
173, 555 176, 411 
176, 036 179, 525 | 
215, 900 215, 900 
348,928 | 348, 928 
438, 153 438, 153 
304, 866 304” 866 
326, 060 332, 668 | 
323,903 | 344, 671 
300, 230 | 355, 065 
286, 226 340, 758 | 
310, 584 405, 860 
325, 387 | 439, 961 | 
343,188 | 481, 130 | 
338, 994 517, 970 | 
97, 2 381, 328 | 578, 618 | 
137,701 | 366, 444 | 504, 145 
494, 924 | 438, 797 | 933, 721 
461, 214 461,821 | 923, 085 
461, 601 | 452,929 | 914, 530 | 
193, 047 534, 905 727, 952 
1, 012, 705 | 580,867 | 1, 593, 572 | 
1; 081, 939 | 631,151 | 1,713,090 
955, 140 | 789,560 | 1, 744, 709 | 
977, 795 | 880, 302 | 1, 858, 097 
1, 268,141 | 981,916 | 2, 250, 057 
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Mississippi Power Co.— Average prices of electric service per kilowatt-hour of annual 
sales (5-year intervals) 





Class of service 


Whole- |Combina- 
trial lighting aes = 


Mississippi Power Co.’s year of business | 
| Residen- | Commer- 
tial | 


Indus- Street 
cial 


First year (1925) _..-. 13. 60 9. 38 
Fifth year (1930) ‘ | 6.73 5. 24 
Tenth year (1935) Re eae ine eae 5.21 | 4.49 
Fifteenth year (1940) oe pliant 3.78 3.35 
Twentieth year (1945). ___- : | 3 . 2 
Twenty-fifth (1950) - 3. 2 


2. 88 
1.46 | 
‘91 | 
~82 | 
94 | 


2. 87 
1-01 | 


2. 48 


| 
Cents | Cents | Cents Cents Cents 
| 
| 
| 
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Mississippi Power Co.—Annual wholesale power sales to REA-financed electric 
cooperatives 





Number Annual 





| Power 
| sources | 
| 


| 
| 


Revenue 
| Revenue per kilo- 
| watt-hours 


from ilowatt- 
Missis- hours 

sippi 

Power Co. | 


Calendar year | Coopera- 
tives 





| Cents 
137, 700 2, 203 1. 
1, 264, 700 15, 669 | 1.3 
4, 365, 850 53, 456 | 1. 2% 
7, 526, 750 | 79, 274 | 1. 05 
10, 185, 944 95, 667 | 
| 20, 131, 376 164, 578 
| 23, 860, 250 193, 411 
| 25, 911, 005 206, 553 | 
| 22, 308, 122 176, 146 | 
32, 858, 369 235, 313 
44, 418, 397 293, 007 | 
| 53, 658, 609 351, 758 | 
| 65, 228, 595 398, 389 | 


Total (1938 through 1950)__..._.._- < | 1311, 855, 667 | 2, 265, 424 | 


REMARKS 


Six cooperatives have furnished electric energy in some of the rural areas of 
M. P. Co.’s territory since the Rural Electrification program was begun in Miss- 
issippi, which occurred in 1938-39. These cooperatives have purchased their 
power requirements from M. P. Co. since they began operations, and they are 
doing so now. In 1950 their purchases of power as a whole were 15 times the 
quantity they purchased in 1940, and they obtained the 1950 power at about 
one-half the cost per kilowatt-hour in 1940. 

These cooperatives had 20 sources of power from M. P. Co. in 1950. In 1940 
they had 8 sources. 


REDUCTIONS IN WHOLESALE POWER RATE SERVICE TO REA CO-OP 


During the 10 years which ended with 1950 the rate for wholesale power service 
to REA cogperatives was reduced four times. Such a reduction was made in 1941, 
1945, 1947, and in 1950. 

The amount each of these rate reductions reduced annual revenue was computed 
upon the power sales at the time of the rate reduction. On that basis of computa- 
tion the four rate reductions combined reduced annual revenue in the amount of 
$97,445. 


STATEMENT OF J. F. Crist, PRESIDENT, GuLF PowsErR Co. 


Gulf Power Co. supplies electric service in an area of approximately 7,500 square 
miles in eight counties of northwest Florida. The company provides, and has 
always provided, adequate service at reasonable rates. It has expanded its 
generating, transmission, and distribution facilities over the years to take care 
of load requirements and is constantly engaged in long-range studies and planning 
to assure that anticipated load requirements are adequately met. The electric 
facilities of Gulf Power Co., together with those of Alabama Power Co., Georgia 
Power Co. and Mississippi Power Co. have been developed and operated as an 
integrated system for more than 25 years. This system is known as the Southern 
Co. system. It is shown on the attached map. 

Gulf Power Co. is now engaged in a construction pregram for the years 1951, 
1952, and 1953 amounting to more than $25,000,000. Included in this program is 
a new steam plant, now under construction at River Junction on the Apalachicola 
River, near the confluence of the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. The first unit 
at the plant, of 40,000 kilowatts capacity is scheduled for operation in September 
1952, the second, of the same size, in October 1953. Ultimate capacity of the 
plant is 200,000 kilowatts. The location of the plant is approximately 2 miles 
south of the Jim Woodruff Dam project, now under construction by the Army 
engineers, and. scheduled for completion in December 1953. 
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The Southeastern Power Administration plans the construction of transmission 
lines from the Jim Woodruff Dam to Marianna, Fla., to Tallahassee, Fla., and to 
Barneyville, Ga. Gulf Power Co. now has a 110,000-volt transmission line from 
Marianna to the Jim Woodruff Dam project, over which it supplies construction 
= requirements for the project. This line is interconnected with a Florida 

ower Corp. line at the Apalachicola River near the Jim Woodruff Dam, and 
extends to Quincey and thence to Tallahassee, Fla. It has planned and proposes 
to complete prior to the end of 1953 a 110,000-volt transmission line from the 
River Junction plant, 2 miles south of Jim Woodruff Dam to Panama City, Fla.; 
also a 110,000-volt transmission from that plant to the Florida-Alabama State 
line to connect with the transmission system of the Alabama Power Co.; also a 
110,000-volt transmission line from the plant to the Florida-Georgia State line 
to connect with the transmission system of Georgia Power Co. The capacity of 
these lines will be sufficient to carry many times the maximum power output of 
the Jim Woodruff Dam project. 

Gulf Power Co., and the other three operating companies of the Southern Co. 
system have submitted a proposal to the Southeastern Power Administration 
offering to purchase any or all power generated at Jim Woodruff Dam and other 
Federal reservoir projects in their service areas and to distribute such power to 
public bodies and cooperatives at the Government’s price to the companies with 
due allowance for line losses and a marginal handling cost. This proposal would 
effect widespread distribution of such power over the companies’ transmission 
systems at minimum cost and would make unnecessary the construction of trans- 
mission lines at the taxpayers’ expense. 

There is no justification for increasing the authority of the Southeastern Power 
Administration to enable it to build, operate, and maintain transmission lines 
and thus change its character from a marketing agency as was intended by 
Congress, to a full-blown construction and operating organization. 

For the reasons above stated, Gulf Power Co. urges that the authorizations and 
appropriations requested by the Southeastern Power Administration, insofar as 
they provide for the planning or construction of transmission lines and other 
facilities for transmitting or distributing electric power in the Gulf Power Co.’s 
service area be denied. 


(The map and charts referred to were filed with the committee. ) 


STATEMENT OF W. C. GILMAN, FLORIDA POWER CORP. 
OPPOSITION TO SEPA TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Grsson. (VEPCO.) May I present for Mr. Gilman, president 
of the Florida Power Corporation, these statements that he wishes to 
file for the record? 

Senator Haypgen. That may be done. 

(The statements referred to are as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF W. C,. GILMAN, PRESIDENT, FLORIDA Power Corp. 


Florida Power Corp. furnishes electric service in an area of approximately 
18,500 square miles, with an estimated population of 700,000 in 28 counties on 
the west coast of Florida, in central Florida, and in north Florida. The electric 
system of Florida Power Corp. and its subsidiary, Georgia Power & Light Co., is 
shown on the attached map. 

Florida Power Corp. is now engaged in an extensive construction program 
which, during the years 1951 to 1953, inclusive, will provide more than double 
its present installed generating capacity, and will add many miles of transmission 
and distribution lines. The company during this period expects to spend for 
construction in excess of $70,000,000. 

Southeastern Power Administration plans the construction of high-voltage 
transmission lines from the Jim Woodruff Dam to Marianna, Fla., to Tallahassee, 
Fla., and to Barneyville, Ga. 

Florida Power Corp. has for many years owned and operated a line extending 
from a point 2 miles south of the Jim Woodruff Dam to Tallahassee, which we 
serve at wholesale. We have recently built and placed in service a 110,000-volt 
transmission line extending from Quincy to Jasper. This line, together with 
our other lines, provides transmission line capacity through which large amounts 
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of power from Jim Woodruff Dam can be hauled to the east, to the north, and to 
the south. 


Our neighboring utility on the west, Gulf Power Co., owns and/or has under 
construction transmission lines through which Jim Woodruff Dam power could be 
hauled to the south, west, and north. Together, the lines of the two companies 
are adequate to handle many times the power output of the Jim Woodruff Dam. 

We oppose the program of transmission-line construction proposed by the 
Southeastern Power Administration, as we feel it is a wasteful duplication of 
facilities, or useful critical materials, and is an unnecessary use of Government 
funds. 

Transmission-line facilities already exist which are more than adequate to 
handle the power in every direction from the Jim Woodruff Dam. If any addi- 
tional capacity is later installed at the dam, we would be willing to increase our 
transmission-line facilities to haul that power away. 

In our opinion, we are in a position to furnish such facilities through which 
power may be transmitted away from Jim Woodruff Dam, at less cost to the 
Government than can the Southeastern Power Administration. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF R. M. JEFFERIES, GENERAL MANAGER, 
SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC SERVICE AUTHORITY 


SANTEE-COOPER LINE, 8S. C. 
(See also p. 930) 


Senator Haypen. I want to ask Mr. Jefferies of South Carolina Pub- 
lic Service Authority this question about the Santee-Cooper situation: 

Would it be possible for you, having listened to this testimony, to 
submit some statement about the relationship that that authority has 
to the Southeastern Power Administration, if any? 

Mr. Jerrerres. You say the relationship? 

Senator HaypENn. Yes. 

Mr. Jerrerizs. I thought we covered that yesterday, Senator. I 
believe you were not able to be at the hearing all morning, Senator. 
I had a prepared statement put into the record showing that we have 
a memorandum of understanding to purchase certain power from them 
to be delivered at certain load centers. 

Senator Haypren. There was a question raised as to what taxes you 
pay, or payments in lieu of taxes. Would you put that in the record? 

Mr. Jerrertes. Yes, sir. Maybe I should write a letter and give 
you the exact figures. They are substantial. 

There was also a question by the Clerk about the REA transmission 
system connected with our authority. 

Senator Haypen. If you can do that, we will appreciate it. 

Mr. Jerreries. I will do that, Mr. Chairman. 

(The letter referred to, subsequently furnished, appears on p. 1327.) 

Senior Ex.enper. I wonder if you can also put in the record the 
contract he has with these REA’s to lease lines from them and the 
extent to which you use them to serve municipalities in excess of 
1,500 people. 

Mr. Jerrertes. I would be glad to come back this afternoon and 
cover that with the committee, if you would like. 

Senator Hayppn. We will recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m. upon the expiration of 
the recess.) 

Senator HaypEeN. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We had promised Mr. Noonan, representing the Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers to be heard this afternoon so we will hear from 
him at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. NOONAN, ON BEHALF OF THE INTER- 
NATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, A. F. 
OF L. 


OPPOSITION TO SEPA CONSTRUCTION OF TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Noonan. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert E. Noonan. My 
job is assistant to the president of the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers. Our headquarters is at 1200 Fifteenth Street 
NW., Washington, D. C. 

Senator HaypEeNn. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Noonan. Yes, sir. It is in behalf of our president, Mr. Dan 
W. Tracy. 

Senator Haypen. Will you high light it and we will put it in the 
record? 

Mr. Noonan. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEeNn. The statement will be incorporated in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 
(AFFILIATED WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR) BY INTERNATIONAL 
PrResIDENT D. W. Tracy 


I, THE APPROPRIATION 


It is our understanding that H. R. 3790, which is pending before this subcom- 
mittee, proposes the appropriation of $275,000 for operation and maintenance 
purposes of the Southeastern Power Administration and $50,000 for a continuing 
fund available for the: limited purposes of defraying emergency expenses necessary 
to insure continuity of electric service and continuous operation of Government 
facilities in the area. 

H. R. 3790 reduces the total amount of funds requested by the Department of 
the Interior for the Southeastern Power Administration and also deletes certain 
items in the request for appropriations. Among the deleted items are: 

1. The construction of a power transmission line from Buggs Island, N. C., 
to Suffolk, Va., and then to Langley Field, Va., and Gatesville, N. C. 
The survey and other preparatory work for the construction of a power 
transmission line from Clark Hill, Ga. to Macon and Barneyville, Ga. 
The authorization to use the continuing funds for purposes other than 
emergency expenses. 

We respectfully recommend that the House action be sustained and that the 
deleted items, and the amounts of the items remaining in the appropriations which 
have been reduced should not be restored. We also respectfully recommend that 
this subcommittee should not approve requests for restoration of deleted items in 
a@ reduced amount which would result in commitments for eventual completion of 
such items. 

It is our view, based on the budget justification and our experience with the 
development of the public power program, that the restoration of the appropriation 
would signal the beginning of a large-scale development of public power operations 
in the southeastern area. This is a matter of vital concern to organized labor and 
particularly to the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (A. F. of L.) 
which is the dominant organization of union employees in the electric light and 
power industry in this area and throughout the United States. In this connéction 
IT am sure you will be interested to know that the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics reported in its Bulletin No. 944 that approximately 90 percent of the 
workers in the privately owned electric light and power industry in 1948 were 
covered by union contracts and that the IBEW has over 75 percent of the union- 
ized workers. 

The IBEW was a strong supporter of the public power program when the 
Government commenced its development. We believed that the public interest 
would be served effectively by the utilization of hydro power for the purpose of 
generating electricity as a byproduct of flood control, irrigation and soil conserva- 
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tion. We have found however, that the public power program has gone far beyond 
the plans of its initial sponsors. The scope of that program has been extended 
step by step to the point of peril to legitimate free enterprise and to free labor. 
This peril has become particularly acute because of the unwillingness of the persons 
engaged in polievy making in this field to avoid duplication of transmission and 
distribution facilities in competition with the existing facilities and lines of private 
utility companies. In the States of Tennessee and Nebraska for example, the 
public power program has reached its final result of complete extinction of private 
companies. 


Il, ANTILABOR ACTIVITIES OF THE MANAGEMENT OF PUBLICLY OWNED LIGHT AND 
POWER SYSTEMS 

A. Preference 

Under section 5 of the Flood Control Act, preference in the sale of power and 
energy which would be transmitted on the lines constructed under a restoration 
of the Department of the Interior’s requested appropriation will be governed by 
the present clause in that section which gives first choice to public bodies. We 
realize that the question raised by this section of the act is a legislative matter 
not before this subcommittee. However, our experience makes it necessary for 
us to point out to you that if the power and energy transmitted on these lines is 
handled by the Government, the consequence will be that municipalities will be 
encouraged to expand their facilities in competition with private companies. 
That has actually happened in other areas. For example in the State of Tennessee 
the TVA development resulted in the sale of all the distribution systems to 
municipalities and other public bodies. 


B. IBEW experience in Arizona 


The IBEW has learned through bitter experience that the fipe-sounding slogan 
of “public power’’ does not serve to safeguard labor’s rights and interests. The 
management of the Salt River project power district in Arizona has been and is 
presently using public ownership in an old-fashioned campaign of union busting. 
This project is one of the oldest reclamation projects of the Department of the 
Interior. The IBEW had a collective-bargaining agreement covering the power 
and irrigation functions of the Salt River project from October 1, 1946, when the 
power project was operated by a private institution. In October 1949, the elec- 
tric light and power system was transferred from private to public operation. 
The Secretary of the Interior approved the transfer to public operation October 
4, 1949. From that time on, IBEW Local Union No. 266 of Phoenix, Ariz., 
representing the employees, found itself in serious difficulty insofar as the public 
power district was concerned. The district refused to continue the collective- 
bargaining agreement which the IBEW had enjoyed before the light and power 
system was transferred to public operation. The district also refused to make 
adequate correction of its substandard wage scales. As a result of vigorous 
antilabor practices of the management of the Salt River project, more than 1,000 
members of this local union struck on December 19, 1950. The public power 
district applied to the Superior Court of Maricopa County, Ariz., for a permanent 
order enjoining the IBEW from trying to secure a collective-bargaining agreement 
with the public power district which the employees had while the project was 
under private operation. The court issued a temporary restraining order, of the 
usual antilabor type, against the union and its officers on December 22, 1950. 
The public power district relied on its alleged status as a ‘‘government”’ in its 
application for the injunction against the union’s efforts to secure a collective- 
bargaining agreement. 

Thereafter, the wage issue was settled, the employees went back to work, but 
they got no contract. At the present time, the question of whether the union 
has the right to ask the public power district for a collective-bargaining agreement 
is tied up in litigation and presumably the union will get no contract during the 
years it will take to go through the expensive litigation, even if the union is 
ultimately successful. 

We believe that a signed collective-bargaining agreement is a fundamental 
essential to any self-respecting union. If we get no contract we will ultimately 
be removed from the property. The public power district in Arizona is taking a 
position that is no different from many municipal and public power districts 
Which say that the sovereign cannot deal with its emplovees. They have court 
decisions and statutes in certain jurisdictions which back them up. Our only 
effective answer to this pointed attack on our very survival as a union is to do 


what is within our power to arrest the growing trend to displace private utility 
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companies with Government operated utilities. In this way alone can we be 
sure that the union can secure collective-bargaining agreements and thus protect 
labor in the public-utility industry from nonunion and substandard conditions. 


C. TBEW experience in Nebraska 


Perhaps the most drastic illustration of how the public power program destroyed 
unions is found in the State of Nebraska. There, through Federal moneys secured 
from the funds of taxpayers, the private utilities industry has been put out of 
business completely. There were six private utility companies in the State of 
Nebraska before the Federal Government, through the Publie Works Adminis- 
tration, made Federal money available for the public power program in that State. 
The IBEW was recognized by all six private companies in the State of Nebraska. 
We had bona fide collective bargaining agreements with five of these companies 
and were negotiating a sixth agreement when the company was taken over by 
the public power program. The transfer of operations from private to public 
power has resulted in the elimination of the IBEW from all of the publicly owned 
utility properties in the State of Nebraska with the exception of one enterprise 
where we have Some form of recognition. 

The destruction of the IBEW in Nebraska has been accomplished by the same 
method which has been applied to the IBEW in other States. The managements 
of the publicly owned properties take the position that since they are the gov- 
ernment they cannot make collective bargaining agreements with the bona fide 
union representing the employees. They refuse to take into account the facts that 
the employees are doing the same work in the same place as when they worked 
for the private company and that by refusing to bargain with the union the 
publicly owned utility gains a competitive advantage against private companies 
which are legally bound by the National Labor Relations Act to bargain with the 
union. There are attached as exhibits to this statement copies of the letters from 
Nebraska public power districts refusing to deal with the union (exhibits H, I, J, 
and K). 

As far as organized labor is concerned, the attitude of the management of a 
publicly owned utility property which refuses to deal with the union is no different 
than the attitude of the most reactionary antilabor employers in private com- 
panies who refuse to deal with the union. 

D. IBEW experience in Illinois 

The difficulty confronting the IBEW in the preservation of its position in the 
publie utility industry is further demonstrated by the excessive efforts that must 
be undertaken even in holding onto the most tenuous kind of relationship with the 
management of a publicly owned utility. 

In Flora, Ill, for example, IBEW Local Union 702 commenced the work of 
organizing some 40 members of a municipally owned light and power system. 
Our organizing effort was met with discharges for discriminatory reasons and 
when the employees, who sincerely wanted union representation because of their 
poor conditions struck, the power of the courts was employed. The local union 
then sought to establish its rights by electoral procedures. A referendum was 
initiated to secure the enactment of an ordinance requiring the city officials to 
bargain with the union representing the employees of the municipally owned 
light and power system. A vigorous election campaign was undertaken. During 
the course of this campaign, the one newspaper in the city of Flora which sup- 
ported the union position, found itself in financial difficulties. The opponents 
of the union purchased the mortgage which had been executed by this newspaper 
which supported the union position in order to silence its voice. To forestall 
this unfair and un-American tactic, which involved the supression of the freedom 
of the press, the IBEW took its own funds and purchased the mortgage to prevent 
the foreclosure. 

The election was won by a narrow margin and the ordinance was dulv enacted. 
Thereafter, a contract was made between the city of Flora and IBEW Local 
Union 702. The opponents of the union proceeded to file a taxpayers suit in- 
tended to restrain the city from giving effect to the ordinance and to enjoin the 
operation of the contract. An injunction was secured by the taxpayers in the 
Circuit Court of Clay County of Illinois. The union intervened both in the 
lower court and the Supreme Court of Illinois. As a result of this intervention 
the Supreme Court of Illinois reversed the action of the lower court in granting 
the injunction, but did so on the highly technical ground that the taxpayers had 
no right to sue. During the course of this long drawn-out and expensive litiga- 
tion, the local union waived any effort to improve its conditions because of its 
fear that it would adversely affect the litigation. Furthermore, we have been 
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advised that there is a strong possibility that if suit were maintained by a proper 
party the supreme court would probably rule against us on the merits of the issue 
that a municipality, as a sovereign cannot enter into a legal binding agreement 
with a local union within that State. 

Our experience in Flora, Il)., has resulted in a serious slowing up of the organ- 
ization of employees in municipally owned power and light systems. Although 
the IBEW applies no economic test to its organizing activities, it is obvious that 
neither the IBEW nor any other union has the financial resources to go through 
the procedure employed at Flora to secure an agreement for a small number of 
employees which in the final analysis is of questionable validity. 


E. The labor situation in the southeastern area 


The witnesses who will appear before your committee from the area affected by 
this appropriation, or who will file statements, will explain in detail the compara- 
tive conditions of the employees on union privately owned utility properties and 
nonunion publicly owned utility properties. The fact is that the States of 
Georgia, Florida, Alabama and Mississippi are totally organized as far as private 
utility companies are concerned. The [IBEW has signed collective-bargaining 
agreements with all the privately owned utilities in these States. 

We have no such contracts with the publicly owned light and power systems 
which are entitled to preference under section 5 of the Flood Control Act. Nor 
can the [IBEW entertain any responsible hope of success in organizing the publicly 
owned power and light systems, even if we were prepared to make the excessive 
efforts which were undertaken in Flora, Il. 

In the State of Virginia, for example, the Virginia Legislature has adopted a 
resolution stating that it is contrary to the public policy of Virginia for any 
State, county, or municipal officer to possess any authority to negotiate with a 
union. This resolution has been followed up by a statute penalizing public 
employees who strike. There are attached as exhibits A and B, the texts of the 
resolution and the act. 

The attorney general of the State of Alabama, has ruled that a contract between 
a political subdivision of that State and a union is contrary to public policy. 
There is attached hereto as exhibit C, copy of the attorney general’s opinion. 

In Florida, the supreme court of that State has ruled in Miami Water Works 
Local 654 versus City of Miami, that a political subdivision of the State cannot 
make an agreement with a union. There is attached hereto, as exhibit D, a copy 
of the decision of the Supreme Court of Florida. 

The destruction of unions and collective bargaining by the public power program 
is of serious interest, to the employees who work on the property. We find that 
when the protection of the union and of collective bargaining is removed, the 
officials of the public power program take advantage of the situation and establish 
wage rates which are lower than the wage rates paid by the private companies. 
For example, in the State of Virginia, the private company which has a collective 
bargaining agreement with the IBEW pays linemen $1.90 per hour with time and 
one-half for overtime after 40 hours and approximately 30 cents per hour addi- 
tional in the form of fringe benefits. The publicly owned utilities in this same 
area pay much lower rates for the same classification. In fact, wage rates as low 
as $1.36 and $1.37 per hour are paid for linemen by publicly owned utilities in 
this area. One of these publicly owned companies pays a flat rate of $1 an hour 
for overtime after 40 hours and another pays time and one-half, but only after 
50 hours have been worked at the straight time rate of pay of $1.36 per hour. 
Comparative tables of wage rates for private and publicly owned utilities are 
attached to this statement as exhibits E, F, and G. 


Ill. NONUNION CONTRACTS ON DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR LINE CONSTRUCTION 
WORK 


Applicable Federal law calls for the awarding of the contract to the lowest 
responsible bidder. Our experience with the Department of the Interior in other 
parts of the country has shown that nonunion contractors, no matter how bad 
their labor records, can qualify and secure Government line construction contracts, 
Although these nonunion contractors may be responsible from the standpoint 
of the Department of the Interior’s interpretation of that phrase, insofar as financial 
matters are concerned, they are very irresponsible in terms of compliance with the 
labor standards established by Federal law. 

Over the course of the last year the IBEW has engaged in much investigative 
work to uncover violations of the Davis-Bacon Act by nonunion contractors on 
the Department of the Interior line construction jobs. Although we have ex- 
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tremely limited resources in this regard, nevertheless we have turned up viola- 
tions of serious character which have not been uncovered by the Government in- 
vestigation authorities. After the completion of our investigations we have en- 
tered upon lengthy exchanges of correspondence with the Department of the 
Interior in an effort to secure correction of the violations and to have the viola- 
tors placed on the ineligible list provided by the Davis-Bacon Act. 

After protracted exchanges of correspondence, on March 5, 1951, our office 
received a letter from the Secretary of the Interior, confirming the fact that our 
charges of violations were correct. 

We regret to say that our experience with the Department of the Interior has 
led us to the conclusion that the violations might not have been detected if the 
IBEW has not diverted its limited resources to the work of investigation which 
is the responsibility of the Government agency under the law. 

Furthermore, the mere correction of detected violations does not meet the 
labor problem. If nonunion contractors can secure line-construction contracts 
because of the competitive advantage accruing to them by reason of their sub- 
standard labor conditions, the subsequent correction of violations in the reluctant 
manner characterizing the Department’s action will not serve as a deterrent to 
future violators. For a nonunion contractor may violate in the hope that he 
will not be detected and if his violations are detected he merely pays what he 
should have paid in the first instance. 

In contrast to this situation, we have the fact that all line-construction work, 
when carried on by private utility companies in this area, is performed by con- 
tractors under agreement with the IBEW or by the construction departments of 
the power companies which are also under agreement with the IBEW. 

We know we do not have to dwell upon the adverse effects of nonunion con- 
ditions upon established union standards in the area. As far as the union is con- 
cerned, the adverse effects of such nonunion conditions are no less because the 
nonunion conditions have been established under the flag of the “public power’’ 
program. 


IV. LACK OF NECESSITY FOR THE RESTORATION OF THE APPROPRIATION 


Although the IBEW does not have an extensive technical staff to make the 
appropriate analysis of power demand and available facilities, we do have our 
own practical reactions to the question of whether it is necessary to engage in 
Government construction of the linés proposed in the appropriation. 

We know that during the last war all the demands for power were met by the 
private companies through the construction of additional facilities under agree- 
ment with the IBEW. We built those lines with our own hands and we know that 
at the present time we are employed on an extensive construction program by the 
private companies. 

It is our judgment that the surplus power at the reservoirs can be handled by 
the existing private facilities in the area together with such additional construction 
by the private companies that may be required. 

We have no desire to ask the subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee to make a disposition of this important matter on the basis of slogans. 
However, we do believe that we have had sufficient experience to justify our fears 
that the increasing trend toward the publie ownership of the electric light and 
power industry will result in extemely detrimental effects on labor. We prefer 
to have rights and to govern our conditions of work by contract rather than live 
by sufferance and petition Government agents for their good will in redressing our 
grievances. 

In conclusion, we believe that the ever-expanding need for electric power can 
be furnished by proper cooperation between public agencies and private companies, 
without the adverse effects on organized labor which have become so apparent in 
recent years. 

As previously stated, we believe that Government projects are desirable and 
necessary when such projects involve flood control, irrigation, soil conservation, 
with electric power as a byproduct. We recognize that many such projects were 
beyond the means of nongovernmental institutions. 

However, we are firmly opposed to the present trend which is toward the devel- 
opment of publicly owned transmission and distribution systems in direct and 
wasteful competition with existine facilities of private companies. 

In our form of government we should always strive for a proper balance between 
conflicting interests. 

We believe that the balance which should be struck on this issue should permit 
the purchase of power, by the private companies, at the bus-bar of the Government 
hydroelectric project. 
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Exuipir A 
VIRGINIA 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 12, ADOPTED BY THE VIRGINIA LEGISLATURE ON 
FEBRUARY 8, 1946 


‘‘Re it resolved by the Senate of Virginia, the House of Delegates concurring as, 
follows: 

“1. It is contrary to the publie policy of Virginia for any State, county, or 
municipal officer or agent to be vested with or possess any authority to recognize 
any labor union as a representative of any public officers or employes, or to nego- 
tiate with any such union or its agents with respect to any matter relating to them 
or their employment or service. 

“2. Nothing in this resolution shall be construed to prevent employes of the 
State, its political subdivisions, or of any governmental agency of any of them 
from forming organizations, not affiliated with any labor union for the purpose of 
discussing with the employing agency the conditions of their employment, but not 
claiming the right to strike.”’ 


Exuipit B 
VIRGINIA 
B. 114, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR OF VIRGINIA ON MARCH 26. 1946 


“To provide for the termination of employment of employees of State and local 
governments and governmental agencies by reason of certain acts of omission or 
commission intended to obstruct or suspend activities or functions of State and 
local governments, and to render such offending employees ineligible for reem- 
ployment in any such service during a certain period of time thereafter. 

‘Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia, as follows: 

“1. Section 1. Any employee of the Commonwealth of Virginia, or of any 
county, city, town, or other political subdivision thereof, or of any agency of 
any one of them, who, in concert with two or more other such employees, for the 
purpose of obstructing, impeding, or suspending any activity or operation of 
his employing agency or any other governmental agency, strikes or willfully 
refuses to perform the duties of his employment, shall, by such action, be deemed 
to have terminated his employment and shall thereafter be ineligible for employ- 
ment in any position or capacity during the next 12 months by the Common- 
wealth, or any county, city, town, or other political subdivision of the State, or 
by any department or agency of any of them. In any such case it shall be the 
duty of the head of any department of the State government, or the mayor of 
any city or town, or the chairman of the board, of supervisors of any county or 
the head of any other such employing agency, in which such employee was em- 
ployed, to forthwith notify such employee of the fact of the termination of his 
employment, and at the same time serve upon him in person or by registered 
mail a declaration of his ineligibility for reemployment as hereinabove provided. 
Such declaration shall state the facts upon which the asserted ineligibility is based. 

“Sec. 2. In the event that any such employee feels aggrieved by said declara- 
tion of ineligibility he shall have the right within 90 days after the date thereof 
to appeal to the circuit court of the county or the corporation or hustings court 
of the city in which he was emploved by filling a petition therein for a review of 
the matters of law and fact involved in or pertinent to said declaration of ineligi- 
bilitv. A copy of said petition shall be served upon or sent by registered mail to 
the official signing said declaration, who may file an answer thereto within 10 
days after receiving same. The said court or the judge thereof in vacation shall, 
as promptly as practicable, hear the appeal de novo and notify the employee and 
the said signer of the declaration of ineligibility of the time and place of hearing. 
The court shall hear such testimony as may be adduced by the respective parties 
and render judgment in accordance with the law and the evidence, which said 
judgment shall be final.”’ 
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Exursir C 
ALABAMA 


OPINION OF ATTORNEY GENERAL THAT COUNTY BOARD MAY NOT ENTER INTO 
UNION CONTRACT COVERING WAGES AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT OF 
COUNTY EMPLOYEES 


Hon. J. W. SHARPTON, 
President, Etowah County Board of Revenue, 
Gadsden, Ala. 


Dear Sir: Your request for official opinion under date of March 3, 1941, is as 
follows: 

‘The Etowah County Board of Revenue is desirous of obtaining a legal opinion 
from your office on the following question: 

“Can the Etowah County Board of Revenue legally enter into a contract or 
agreement with a labor organization or union, recognizing said union as bargaining 
agent for county employee members of said union and agreeing as to hours of 
employment, wages, vacation with pay, and holidays with pay for county employee 
members of said union?’’ 

It is my opinion that your inquiry must be answered negatively. 

In reaching this conclusion, I have not failed to recognize the fact that the 
county employees have a legitimate interest in collective action for the purpose of 
improving their economic and social situation wherever change is needed. I 
think it cannot be seriously questioned by anyone that beneficial results to society, 
as well as to employees individually and as a class, have come from an assertion 
of the collective economic force of employees. The beneficial results of cooperative 
action on the part of labor generally is apparent. But the question raised by your 
inquiry does not involve the power or authority of the employee class. Solely 
presented is the right of a county, a mere political subdivision of the State (First 
National Bank v. Jackson County, 227 Ala. 448, 150 So. 690: Pickens County v. 
Williams, 229 Ala. 250, 156 So. 548; Moore v. Walker County, 236 Ala. 688, 
185 So. 175) an ageney of limited jurisdiction having only those powers expressly 
authorized by statute or necessarily implied therefrom (Corning v. Patton, 236 
Ala. 354, 182 So. 39) to enter into a contract, the ultimate effect of which might 
be to remove the control of the government from the people as a whole, acting 
through their duly constituted officials. 

I have found no specific authorization for such a contract, nor has there come 
to my attention a provision of law from which the right to enter such an agreement 
might be necessarily implied. On the contrary, I have found, and I respectfully 
direct to your attention. House Joint Resolution No. 142, approved July 10, 1940 
(General Acts, 1939, p. 1004) which is as follows: 

‘‘Whereas it has come to the attention of the Alabama Legislature through the 
press of this State that efforts are being made to organize the employees of this 
State into a union, same to be affiliated with either the AFL or the CIO, and 

‘‘Whereas the right to organize carries with it the right to strike, which right, 
if exercised by the organization of State employees mentioned, would result in 
chaos and take from the servants of this State elected by the people the right and 
power to manage the State’s affairs and transfer same to the officials of the AFL 
and the CIO, and 

‘“‘Whereas even the thought of such possibility is repugnant to every sense of 
democracy: Therefore be it 

‘Resolved by this legislature, the senate concurring, That the effort to organize 
State employes supported by the taxpayers’ money — -Jew, Catholic, and Protestant 
alike—is viewed with grave concern and disfavor by this legislature: Be it further 

‘Resolved, That copies of this resolution be given to the Governor of this State 
and to the press of this State in order that its citizenship may know that the spirit 
of democracy still lives in this the first State on the alphabetical list of States of 
the Union, that spirit now threatened with extinction both in America and through- 
out the world.” 

The foregoing resolution is an indication of the public policy of this State, 
expressed by the elected representatives of its people. I am constrained to hold, 
therefore, that a contract contrary to this expressed public policy would be unau- 
thorized. The fact that the resolution speaks of ‘employees of this State,’”’ can- 
not affect the conclusion hereinabove reached, for the reason that, as above noted, 
a county is a mere political subdivision of the State. 

Yours very truly, 
Tuomas 8. Lawson, Attorney General. 
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Exurnit D 
Miami Water Works Local No. 654 v. City of Miami 
(May 24, 1946) 


Appeal by union of municipal employees from a decree dismissing its suit for 
a declatory judgment of its rights in its relationship with city. Affirmed. 


FULL TEXT OF OPINION 


SEBRING, Justice: Miami Water Works Local No. 654 is a labor union affiliated 
with the American Federation of Labor. The membership of the union is com- 
posed of employees of the city of Miami in the department of water and sewers. 
The union has instituted suit in the circuit court of Dade County, Fla., for a 
declaration of its rights in its relationships with the city. The court below has 
granted a motion to dismiss the bill of complaint and the plaintiff has appealed 
from this ruling. 


COMPLAINT OF UNION 


The bill of complaint in the case alleges that for over a period of approximately 
1 year the union, through its officers and members, has made demands upon the 
city for recognition as a labor union group invested with authority to bargain 
collectively with the city through representatives of its own choosing, and to 
engage in concerted activities for the purpose of such collective-bargaining activi- 
ties or other mutual aid or protection; but that the city officials have refused to 
deal with the union, on the ground that to do so would constitute a violation of 
the city charter. It is further alleged that ‘‘members of the plaintiff union have 
been coerced and intimidated because of their membership in plaintiff, and have 
reason to fear that they may be discharged and separated from their employment 
with the city because of their membership in the union.”’ 

It is prayed in the bill that the court find and declare that chapter 21968, 
General Laws, 1943, requires the city of Miami to accord to the union collective- 
bargaining rights in the matter of wages, hours of labor, and conditions of employ- 
ment with reference to its members; that the court find and declare that under the 
constitution of Florida the right of collective bargaining is secured to the union and 
that the city is forbidden from discriminating against its members because of 
membership in the union; and finally, that an order be entered requiring the city 
of Miami, through its government officials to accord to the union and its members 
the rights, privileges, and immunities to which they are entitled under the law. 


CIVIL SERVICE 


The charter of the city of Miami contains no provision which even remotely 
suggests that the duly elected or appointed officials of the city are under an 
obligation or duty to consult with the plaintiff union, or anyone else in determining 
fitness for employment or promotion, or in fixing hours, wages, or conditions of 
employment of its employees. Indeed, all provisions of the charter are impliedly 
to the contrary. All employees of the city are under a civil-service system 
established and created by chapter 19981, Special Acts, 1939, as amended by 
chapter 21385, Special Acts, 1941, Laws of Florida. See sections 60 to 71, 
inclusive, charter of the city of Miami. 

The civil service of Miami is divided into two classes—unclassified and classified 
service. The unclassified service includes the city manager, his secretary, heads 
of departments, members of appointive boards, judges of the city court, city clerk, 
chief-of police, and the chief of the fire department. 

The classified service includes all other employees in the service. The classified 
service is divided into the competitive class, which includes all positions and 
employments for which it is practicable to determine the merit and fitness of 
applicants by competitive examinations; the noncompetitive class, which consists 
of employment for all positions requiring peculiar and exceptional qualifications 
of a scientific, managerial, professional, or educational character; and the labor 
class, which comprises ordinary unskilled labor. 

Under a code of rules and regulations required to be promulgated by the civil 
service board and approved by the city commission, all employment, appoint- 
ments, and promotions in all positions of the classified service are determined on 
the basis of merit, efficiency, character, andindustry. The salaries of the emplovees 
in the civil service are required to be fixed by the city commission and an appro- 
priation made for this purpose after a public hearing. 
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Unless it can be said that chapter 21968, General Laws of Florida, 1943, was 
intended by the legislature of Florida to constitute an alteration of the existing 
city charter so as to require the city of Miami to recognize the appellant union as 
an agency with which it must deal or negotiate concerning the matter of its 
employees, the lawful duty of the city to follow such course against its own wishes 
does not exist. 

AMENDMENT TO CHARTER 


Chapter 21968, supra, is a general law regulating the affairs and activities of 
labor unions and their members in the State of Florida. It contains no reference 
to the city of Miami, or its employees, or to the special acts of the legislature by 
which the city of Miami was created or its charter approved and established. 
Hence if chapter 21968, supra, is to be taken as an amendment to the present 
Miami charter it must be held to have become effective for such purpose solely 
by implication. 

It is an elementary proposition that amendments by implication are not favored 
and will not be upheld in doubtful cases. Before the courts may declare that one 
statute amends or repeals another by implication it must appear that the statute 
later in point of time was intended as a revision of the subject matter of the for- 
mer, or that there is such a positive and irreconcilable repugnancy between the 
laws, as to indicate clearly that the later statute was intended to prescribe the 
only rule which should govern the case provided for, and that there is no field in 
which the provisions of the statute first in the point of time can operate lawfully 
without conflict. (See Ferguson v. McDonald, 66 Fla. 494, 63 So. 915; Sanders v. 
Howell, 73 Fla. 563, 74 So. 802; Town of Hallandale v. Broward County Kenne! 
Club, 152 Fla. 266, 10 So. 2d 810.) 


ACT REGULATING UNIONS 


As has been noted, chapter 21968, supra, is a general law regulating the affairs 
and activities of labor unions and their members. Under the act a labor organiza- 
tion is defined as ‘“‘any organization of employees, local or subdivision thereof 
having within its membership residents of the State of Florida, whether incorpo- 
rated or not, organized for the purpose of dealing with employers concerning hours 
of employment, rate of pay, working conditions or grievances of any kind relating 
to employment.”’ (See sec. 2 (1).) 

By section 3, union employees are given ‘“‘the right to self-organization, to form, 
join, or assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively through representatives 
of their own choosing, and to engage in concerted activities, for the purpose of 
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or protection.”” The statute impliedly 
authorizes union employees to stage a strike or walk-out when such action has 
been agreed to by a majority vote of the employees to be governed thereby; and 
to picket in the area of the industry within which a labor dispute arises. (See 
sec. 9 (3, 12).) 

Chapter 21968, supra, was doubtless intended by the framers to be a complete 
treatment of the subject matter of labor unions and labor-union activities within 
the State. But we think that a careful consideration of the statute reveals that 
It was meant to be operative only in the field of private business and industry. 
it contains no expression of purpose to regulate employment in government. The 
statute, in its declaration of State policy, speaks of the necessity for regulating 
labor unions “as affecting the economic conditions of the country and the State, 
entering as they do into practically every business and industrial enter- 
prise * * *.”’ (See:sec.1.) 

The statute authorizes collective bargaining. It deals with striking and picket- 
ing. It prescribes penalties for seizing or occupying property unlawfully during 
the existence of a labor dispute; of picketing by force and violence, or in such a 
manner as to prevent ingress and egress to and from any premises; and of picketing 
bevond the area of the industry within which a labor dispute arises. (See sec. 
9 


9) ) 
hese terms are entirely familiar terms in today’s pattern of economic and 
industrial strife in the field of private enterprise, but they are strange and incon- 
gruous terms when attempted to be squared with the governmental process as we 
know it, or when projected into the field of municipal legislation. 


POWERS OF CITY 


The city of Miami is a 
powers and jurisdiction f 


overnmental entity created by the State. It derives its 
om the sovereign authority. It is limited to the exer- 


Oo 
T 
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cise of such powers as are expressly granted to it by the State, or as are necessarily 
and fairly implied in or incident to the powers expressly granted. (See Porter v. 
Viszant, 49 Fla. 213, 38 So. 607, 111 Am. St. Rep. 93; City of Daytona Beach v. 
Dygert, 146 Fla. 252, 1 So. 2d 170, 133 A. L. R. 1237; State v. Keller, 129 Fla. 276, 
176 So. 176.) 

It is a public institution designed to promote the common interests of the in- 
habitants in their organized capacity as a local government. Its objects are gov- 
ernmental, not commercial. Created for public purposes only, it has none of the 
peculiar characteristics of a private enterprise maintained for purposes of private 
gain. Hence it has no business and industrial enterprise for its employees to 
walk out of. It has no area of industry within which, or without which, picketing 
may or may not be lawful. 


RECOGNITION OF UNION 


It has no authority to enter into negotiations with the labor union, or any other 
organized group, concerning hours, wages, or conditions of employment, and to 
make such negotiations the basis for fiscal appropriations. After such appropria- 
tions have been made by ordinance the city Officials have no authority to deviate 
from the budget, even though pressure from organized groups may be brought to 
bear against them. 

While strikes are recognized by the statute to be lawful under some circum- 
stances, it would seem that a strike against the city would amount, in effect, to 
a strike against government itself—a situation difficult to reconcile with all 
notions of government. 

The charter of the city of Miami contains a complete pian or scheme for fixing 
hours, wages, and conditions of employment, and for protecting employees from 
arbitrary discharge from employment. We find no evidence from a study of the 
general statute involved that the legislature intended to scrap or junk that plan, 
or to engraft thereon new rules of action so entirely foreign to the present struc- 
ture. Had the law making body intended to accomplish such a purpose so im- 
portant to the State as is the field of municipal legislation there is no reason to 
believe that it would not have said so in that many words, instead of leaving the 
matter to sheer speculation and conjeeture. 

We therefore hold that chapter 21968, General Laws of 1943, did not operate 
as an amendment, either directly or by implieation, of the prior local law estab- 
lishing the Miami city charter; and that there is nothing in the present charter 
which places upon the city the legal duty to recognize the union for the purposes 
of collective bargaining. 

DECLARATION OF RIGHTS 


The appellant next submits that the right of collective bargaining is given the 
appellant union under section 12, Declaration of Rights of the Constitution, and 
that the éourt should declare that such section is binding upon the municipality. 
Section 12, so far as pertinent here, reads as follows: ‘“‘The right of persons to 
work shall not be denied or abridged on account of membership or nonmembership 
in any labor union, or labor organization; provided that this clause shall not be 
construed to deny or abridge the right of employees by and through a labor 
organization or labor union to bargain collectively with their employer.”’ 

It will be observed that this section of the Constitution does not give the right 
of collective bargaining to any group. The proviso of the section is merely an 
expression of the popular will that, if the right of collective bargaining is given, 
an assertion of the rights contained in the main clause of the section shall not 
operate to deny or abridge the right to bargain collectively. 

We have seen that chapter 21968, supra, does not give the union the right to 
bargain collectively with the city. Neither is the right given by the National 
Labor Relations Act, as under that statute the Uuited States and all States and 
political subdivisions thereof are expressly exempted from its operation. (See 
29 U. S. C. A., par. 152; July 5, 1935, ¢. 372; par. 2, 49 Stat. 450.) Section 12, 
Declaration of Rights, therefore, is not applicable under the facts of the case at bar. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 


It is finally contended that, by reason of the protection afforded employees by 
the terms of section 12, Declaration of Rights, the city of Miami may not dis- 
criminate against employees because of membership in the appellant union. This 
is not an issue that may be raised in a suit brought by the union. Before a party 
may secure a declaration of rights under the declaratory judgment statute, it 
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must appear that the question raised is real and not theoretical and that the party 
raising it has a bona fide and direct interest in the result. (See Sample v. Ward 
(Fla.), 23 So. 2d 81; Ready v. Safeway Rock Co. (Fla.), 24 So. 2d 808.) That is 
not the case here. 

Appellant has asked for a declaration of its rights on certain other points which 
we have not discussed as we deem them outside the scope of the relief to which 
the appellant is entitled in this litigation. 

The decree appealed from should be affirmed. 

It is so ordered. 

CuapMan, C. J., TERRELL, Brown, THomas and Apams, J. J., concur. 

Burorp, J.: Dissenting. 


ExuiBit E 
VIRGINIA AND NortTH CAROLINA 


COMPARISON OF UNION PRIVATE COMPANY WAGE RATES WITH NONUNION MUNICIPAL 
WAGE RATES 


Virginia Electric Power Co.: The wage rate for the linemen classification is 
$1.90 per hour with time and one-half for overtime after 40 hours and approxi- 
mately 30 cents per hour additional in the form of fringe benefits such as insurance, 
pension benefits, etc. 

Municipal power plants not under agreement with a union pay the following 
rates for linemen: 

Danville, Va., $1.36 per hour plus time and one-half after 50 hours. 

Franklin, Va., $225 per month. Overtime after 40 hours is compensated at 
the rate of $1 an hour. 

Richmond, Va., $1.72 per hour after April 1, 1951. 

Eddington, N. C., $1.37 per hour. 

Elizabeth, N. C., $1.50 per hour. 

Greenville, N. C., $275 per month. No overtime compensation. 


+ 


Exuispir F 
NortH CAROLINA 


Carolina Power & Light Co., under agreement with the IBEW pays $1.75% 
to $1.87 an hour for subforemen. 

Municipally owned power and light systems serving the same area pay the 
following reates for the same classification: 

Lumbertown, $1.50 to $1.60 per hour. 

Kenstown, $1.13 to $1.50 per hour. 

Smithfield, $1.37% per hour. 


Exuisit G 
SoutH CAROLINA 


South Carolina Gas & Electric Co., pays $1.81% per hour for lineman classifi- 
cation. 

Municipally owned light and power systems not under agreement with a union 
pay the following rates for linemen: 

Bamberg, 8. C., $1.50 per hour. 

Orangeburg, 8S. C., $1.35 per hour. 
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Exurpit H 


ConsuMERS Pustic Power District, 
Columbus, Nebr., July 26, 1946. 
Mr. Rosertr K. Garriry, 
Representative, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
Lindell Hotel, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Garrity: This is with reference to your request that Consumers 
Publie Power District sign a labor contract with the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers. 

The board of directors have had your request under consideration since their 
last meeting and have directed me to advise you that they will not enter into 
your proposed contract with your union. 

As you have been advised, Consumers Public Power District is an agency of the 
State of Nebraska and a political subdivision of the State. The directors do not 
feel that they should enter into a contract with any labor union, the practical 
effect of which is designed to give preferential treatment to employees of the union 
over other citizens of the State. 

Substantially all of the things you want to include in the labor contract are al- 
ready available to the employees of the district. The directors see nothing to be 
gained by executing contracts with your organization to do for the employees 
that which is already being done. 

The directors are willing to do everything for the employees of the district they 
feel can be done in fairness to the public and the rate payers. They have already 
adopted plans of accident and sickness insurance, retirement pay, regulation of 
hours and working conditions, which are as favorable as any comparable organiza- 
tion, and they will continue to extend to the employees additional consideration 
as conditions warrant. Any employee or group of employees are at perfect liberty 
to present to the board, at any time they see fit, any grievances, complaints or 
requests—and all employees know that. 

Under these circumstances we see nothing to be gained by permitting an outside 
organization to interject itself between the directors and the employees of the 
district. 

Very truly yours, 
Dro F. Davis, President. 


Exuisir | 
THe CENTRAL NEBRASKA PuBLIC POWER AND IRRIGATION DIsTRICT. 


Mr. Rosert K. Garriry, 
Representative, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
Lindell Hotel, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Garrity: This will acknowledge receipt of your request to negotiate 
a union contract between the hydrodistricts and the Interaational Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers. This matter has been given careful consideration by the 
board of directors and the management representatives of the Central Nebraska 
public power and irrigation district. As an organization owned by the people 
of Nebraska and operated solely for the public benefit, this district. cannot enter 
into any contract by which special privileges are accorded to any group. We 
believe that a contract such as you propose would be in violation of this principle, 
and we therefore will not enter into a union contract. 

Since we do belong to the public and the employees are a part of the public, we 
have endeavored and will continue to endeavor to protect their interests and to 
give them the benefits of successful operation of our project to the same extent as 
we do the general public who are the users of the electrical energy which we 
generate and distribute. 

We appreciate very much the fine cooperation by all employees during these 
trying years. We assure them that individually and in groups if they have any 
problems they wish to talk over with the board of directors or the management’s 
representatives they are invited todoso. They will receive a fair and sympathetic 
hearing. The rules and regulations now in force provide a method by which this 
can be done. 

Yours very truly, 


THE CENTRAL NEBRASKA PuBLIC PoWER AND IRRIGATION D1sTRICT, 
A. C. Tiuiey, Chief Engineer. 
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Exursir J 


Loup River Pusiic Power District, 
Columbus, Nebr., July 12, 1946. 
Mr. Rosert K. Garrity, 
Lindell Hotel, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Garrity: This will acknowledge receipt of your request to negotiate 
a union eontract between the hydro districts and the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers. This matter has been given careful consideration by the 
board of directors and the management representatives of the Loup River Public 
Power District. 

As an organization owned by the people of Nebraska and operated solely for 
the public benefit, this district cannot enter into any contract by which special 
privileges are accorded to any group. We believe that a contract such as you 
propose would be in violation of this principle and we, therefore, will not enter 
into a union contract. 

Sinee we do belong to the public and the employees of the district are a part of 
the public, we have endeavored and will continue to endeavor to protect their 
interests and to give them the benefits of successful operation of our project, to 
the same extent as we do the general publie, who are users of the electrical energy 
which we generate and distribute. 

We appreciate very much the fine cooperation by all employees during these 
trying years. We assure them that, individually and in groups, if they have any 
problems they wish to talk over with the board of directors or the management’s 
representatives, they are invited to do so. They will receive a fair and sympa- 
thetic hearing. The rules and regulations now in force provide a method by which 
this can be done. 

Very truly yours, 
Haroitp KRAMER, 
Secretary-General Manager. 


Exurpit K 


PLATTE VALLEY PuBLIC Power AND IRRIGATION D1stTRICT, 
North Platte, Nebr., July 12, 1946. 
Mr. Rosert K. Garrity, 
Lindell Hotel, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Garrity: This will acknowledge receipt of your request to negotiate 
a union contract between the hydro districts and the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers. This matter has been given careful consideration by the 
board of direetors and the management representatives of the Platte valley 
public power and irrigation district. 

As an organization owned by the people of Nebraska and operated solely for 
the public benefit, this district cannot enter into any contract by which special 
privileges are accorded to any group. We believe that a contract such as you 
propose would be in violation of this principle and we, therefore, will not enter 
into a union contract. 

Since we do belong to the public and the employees of the district are a part of 
the public, we have endeavored and will continue to endeavor to protect their 
interests and to give them the benefits of successful operation ef our project, to 
the same extent as we do the general public, who are users of the electrical energy 
which we generate and distribute. 

We appreciate very much the fine cooperation by all employees during these 
trying years. We assure them that individually and in groups, if they have any 
problems they wish to talk over with the board of directors or the management’s 
representatives, they are invited to do so. They will receive a fair and sympa- 
thetic hearing. The rules and regulations now in force provide a method by 
which this can be'done. 

Yours very truly, 


PLATTE VALLEY PuBLic Power AND IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
By GeRALD GENTLEMAN, Secretary and General Manager. 
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LABOR CONTRACTS 


Mr. Noonan. The purpose of my appearance before the committee 
is to present a statement by Dan W. Tracy, who is the president of 
our organization, opposing the restoration of funds which were taken 
out of the SEPA appropriation by the House. The reason for our 
interest in this matter is that our organization is, I believe, the pre- 
dominant organization in the power and light field laborwise. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1948 issued some figures to show 
that 90 percent of the private utilities are under contract with organ- 
ized labor, and of those organized 75 percent are members of our 
organization. 

During the past 2 days in the committee room I have heard a lot 
of talk about contracts and rates, and we also are interested in con- 
tracts and rates but of a different type. We are interested in collective- 
bargaining contracts and wage rates. Our organization has always 
been in favor of the wide distribution of electric power and the benefits 
that result from that distribution; naturally we are because, not only 
as citizens do we realize the benefits of electric ity, but it provides jobs 
for our members and our potential members, and that is our business, 
the electrical industry. 

We are also quite aware that the private companies in years past 
have not fulfilled entirely the job that was theirs, to supply this power, 
particularly in the rural areas. As late as March of this year our 
President made a talk in Boston before a group of public utility 
management people. I would like if I may to read one paragraph 
from that speech of his which indicates our thinking on this matter. 
He said to this meeting as follows: 

I am sure that you will not object to my giving a word of friendly advice to 
the industry. Some of the public power program has come about as a result of 
the failure of certain private companies to give proper service to the consumers in 
their area, rural consumers particularly, who have been unable to secure service 
from private sources, have made their political strength felt in the capital, and 
have thus brought about the large public-power program designed to serve 
agricultural areas. Where private companies have rendered adequate service to 
these rural customers it has been very difficult for public power to secure a foothold 
and then expand_in competition with private companies. Adequate service must 


be rendered by the private companies in the industry to stop the public power 
program. 


We have had a long history in our organization of battling with the 
private-power companies dating many years back. That is all a 
matter of record. We are not finished yet, as there are still battles 
going on in various parts of the country in which we have our differ- 
ences with some private utilities. At least, however, in these battles 
we have a hope of eventual success because there are no legal barriers 
which prevent the eventual signing of contracts and the processing of 
labor relations as we normally consider it proper between the employer 
and the employees who are our members. 

With these private companies even though a contract may not be 
all we would like it to be, we do have periodic opportunities to renego- 
tiate and try to improve the bargaining agreements which we have 
obtained. 1 think it is well known to this committee that our organi- 
zation was one of the strong and early advocates of the public-power 
program. 
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LABOR RELATIONS WITH PUBLIC POWER 


At that time we had no thought that it could possibly react in any 
unfavorable manner on our members. In recent years, however, un- 
favorable reactions have come about, so much so, in fact, that it has 
required us to reconsider our position with respect to the program. 

{ would like to say at this time that we have no quarrel with TVA 
and with certain other large Federal projects. The progressive man- 
agement of those projects has worked out the labor problem in ex- 
cellent fashion, they sincerely want to get along and they do get along 
with our people and with other organized labor groups. 

However, I think it is only fair to say that our success on those 
projects is determined pretty much by that attitude and should man- 
agement change in those plants and have a different attitude there is 
no guaranty whatever that the excellent relations which have been 
built up would necessarily continue. 

In the statement that I presented you will find certain specific 
difficulties mentioned relative to our dealings with public power 
bodies. Some of them concern refusal to recognize, which is the most 
common. Others concern the actual loss of contracts which we 
previously enjoyed and the subsequent loss of membership in those 
cases where private companies have been superseded by public com- 
panies. 

Senator Hayprn. How many members do you lose that way? 

Mr. Noonan. I have no figure on the actual loss of members, 
Mr. Chairman. | 

Senator HaypEN. How many do you imagine? 

Mr. Noonan. I can give you one example that may be helpful. In 
the State of Nebraska we had agreements; we were recognized by the 
six companies in Nebraska and had agreements with five of them. 
After the public power pool was arranged, I do not know the details 
of that arrangement, we ended up with no contracts in Nebraska 
and loss of membership in Nebraska. That is the situation as of 
today as I understand it. 

Senator Haypren. The power men engaged in the same kind of 
work, are they getting comparable pay now to the union scales in 
Nebraska? 

Mr. Noonan. No. Ido not have the figure on the exact situation 
in Nebraska. I have referred to it in the statement but I can find 
out the exact figure if you would like it and submit it to the committee. 

Senator Haypen. Is the State power authority in Nebraska paying 
the same scale of wages as is being paid in Dakota on one side and 
Kansas on the other or do you think it is lower? 

Mr. Noonan. I would think they would be lower because our 
experience has been that when we do not have the bargaining rights 
we do not maintain the wages; that is, not for long. Sometimes we 
start out with the wages on an equal basis, but the unorganized 
groups tend to lag behind. There are some figures that pertain to 
the southeast area in the statement which bear out what I have said. 

Senator Haypren. The principle is the same everywhere. The 
total amount of Federal funds invested in the generation and trans- 
mission of electric energy at this time is about $2,000,000,000. The 
total amount of money invested by private industry, the same busi- 
ness, is about $22,000,000,000, 11 times more. We come to these 
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cases where the Government builds a dam and wants to sell its power, 
and then we run into a power company where we have difficulty in 
getting them to convey the power to the public bodies that are entitled 
to it. 

You come along and say, “Do not let them find a way to do that. 
Do not let them build a transmission line.’”” That simply means 
that vour organization takes the attitude that the Government build 
the dam and nobody can buy it but the local community there and 
we will pay them what we please. 

Mr. Noonan. We are certainly not in accord that the private 
utility should reap undue profits at the expense of something that the 
Government built and sell power at whatever price they please. 

Senator Haypen. If you build a dam in the territory of a public 
utility and vou refuse to build a transmission line from that dam to 
make it possible for more than one customer to buy the power, you in 
effect say you must sell it to this one company and they will take it for 
what they please to pay for it. I do not think your organization 
wants to go that far. 

Mr. Noonan. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypren. That is the effect of what you are telling us here. 

Mr. Noonan. I think that would have to be viewed from the con- 
text of what the committee has done in the past and what efforts have 
been expended to force a fair settlement of that controversy by the’ 
committee or other persons. We hold no brief for the artificial high 
price of electricity because someone may have a monopoly on tne 
output of a dam. 

Senator Haypen. Yet you come to us and say as a matter of 
principle you do not want us to build any more transmission lines. 

Mr. Noonan. Only in those cases where those transmission lines 
can be built by the private companies and the private companies will 
do it on a fair basis with the people of the area. 

Senator Haypren. Well, we had a controversy before this committee 
that Jasted 4 or 5 years and the only way we settled it was to arm the 
Reclamation Service or the Bonneville Power Administration or the 
Southwest Power Administration with the money to build these 
transmission lines. In other words, you either carry it, and we prefer 
to have you carry it, we want you to do it, we want you to do it ona 
fair basis, but if you will not do it we will have to take the power that 
is generated and deliver it to the customers. 

We armed the Federal authorities with the money to do it and then 
we got the contracts. Now you say, ‘Do not arm us.”’ 

Mr. Noonan. We have no quarrel with that procedure, Mr. 
Chairman. 


DESTRUCTION OF UNIONS AND COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BY THE 
PUBLIC POWER PROGRAM 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman, with reference to the wage 
differential in the statement prepared by Mr. Tracy you will find on 
page 10 there as to the differences paid. 


The destruction of unions and collective bargaining by the public-power ee 
is of serious interest, to the employees who work on the property. We find that 


when the protection of the union and of collective bargaining is removed, the 
officials of the public-power program take advantage of the situation and establish 
wage rates which are lower than the wage rates paid by the private companies. 
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For example, in the State of Virginia, the private company which has a collective 
bargaining agreement with the IBEW pays linemen $1.90 per hour with time and 
one-half for overtime after 40 hours and approximately 30 cents per hour additional 
in the form of fringe benefits. The publicly owned utilities in this same area pay 
much lower rates for the same classification. In fact, wage rates as low as $1.36 
and $1.37 per hour are paid for linemen by publicly owned utilities in this area. 
One of these publicly owned companies pays a flat rate of $1 an hour for overtime 
after 40 hours and another pays time and one-half, but only after 50 hours have 
been worked at the straight-time rate of pay of $1.36 per hour. 

That is the only thing in the statement that I can find. 

Senator Haypen. If you will be kind enough to do what we sug- 
gested, just take the Nebraska situation, give us the scale paid in 
Nebraska and the scale paid in Kansas and I think that will be 
satisfactory. 

(The information requested, subsequently furnished, appears on 
p. 2092.) 

PUBLIC POWER REFUSAL TO DEAL WITH LABOR 


Mr. Noonan. Incidentally, this statement which I have submitted 
cites certain rulings by the courts and by attorneys general on which 
the public bodies ‘base their refusal to rec ognize our “organization. I 
know you are well aware of these rulings. We also have listed among 
the exhibits a wage-scale comparison, which is a little more elaborate 
than the one the Senator just read, for the southeastern area. The 
final four exhibits I think are especially interesting; they consist of 
four letters from the management of public-power districts in which 
they deny our representative, who made the request, the privilege of 
engaging in collective bargaining with the district management. The 
letters are all signed by different persons, but the similarity of lan- 
guage establishes the fact that there is a definite policy, and show 
evidence of common authorship. 

Senator CHAavez. You also complain about the Interior Depart- 
ment being discriminatory against your organization. What have 
you on that? 

Mr. Noonan. The Salt River Valley? 

Senator Cuavez. I do not know where. 

Mr. Noonan. The Salt River Valley project is covered in the 
statement at some length and that is a case where an agreement 
which was in effect since 1946 is no longer in effect because of the 
transfer of that company, involving 1,000 of our members from 
private to public domain. It is in litigation at the present time. 

Senator HaypEN. One portion of the statement reads as follows: 

We regret to say that our experience with the Department of the Interior has 
led us to the conelusion that the violations might not have been detected if the 
IBEW had not diverted its limited resources to the work of investigation which 
is the responsibility of the Government agency under the law. 

I wish you would elaborate on that. What could they do to 
antagonize or do anything detrimental to the organization? 

Mr. Noonan. There has been quite an exchange of correspondence 
on,that point. The basic issue involved the construction of power 
transmission lines by contractors who were not living up to the law 
of the land with respect to labor standards and the objections which 
were lodged by us were based on those violations. We did finally 
get a letter this year agreeing that there had been violations and 
that contractors had been required to make restitution to the men 
who had been underpaid. 
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Senator CHavez. One more question with reference to the question 
asked by Senator Hayden, and then I will conclude. It was suggested 
by the Senator, evidently on what you testified before, that you were 
opposed to these public power companies or transmission lines. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Noonan. In the particular instance, the one we are talking of 
here, yes. 

Senator Cuavez. Are you talking generally being opposed to any 
power line, any transmission line that might be constructed with work 
of the Federal Government that would inure not only to the benefit 
of labor and to the benefit of industry, but mainly to the ultimate 
consumer who uses the power? Are you people not interested in this 
class of people? 

Mr. Noonan. We would not be opposed to that type of line that 
you just described, and we would not be opposed to any needed lines 
which the private companies refused to build so as to furnish the 
electricity to the consumer at a fair figure. If the private company 
must be bludgeoned into it we say that the committee should have 
the privilege of doing that. 

Our position | think is pretty well covered by the statement and is 
simply that the public and private power interests can and should 
work together as was indicated in this room during the last two days. 

Senator Cuavez. But in order to make my point further clear I 
want the private power interests and the public utilities to work 
together, but I do not want them to forget the ultimate consumer, 
which is after all very deeply involved in the matter. 

Mr. Noonan. We think both have a definite place in the picture 
and both can do a very excellent service as far as the wider distribu- 
tion of power is concerned, but the crux of our position is simply this. 
We feel that adequate power at fair rates can be furnished to the people 
without sacrificing the rights of the employees in the industry to 
bargain collectively and work under contractual relations with their 
employers. We appreciate that the public utility districts want a 
definite commitment when they make an arrangement with the 
private power company. They want to know the firm load and the 
price per kilowatt, and that is actually similar to what our people are 
asking for. They do not like to work except under a specific contract 
where the rates are thus and so and the hours thus and so and where 
we have redress if the contract is not lived up to. We thoroughly 
agree with the public utility districts in that respect. That is what 
we would like for our people, but we cannot get it from these public 
power bodies. They tell us that we will consider your complaints 
and we will discuss them among ourselves, but we cannot have the 
kind of across-the-table bargaining that we have come to associate 
with proper labor relations in the industry. 

Senator CHAVEZ. Supposing you are correct, and | think vou are 
in most instances, what is this committee supposed to do about it? 

Mr. Noonan. That is a very difficult question, Senator. We are 
in somewhat the same position. When we get to the point when 
publicly owned utility or municipality says, “We are prohibited by 
law from doing business with you,” we are in the position where we 
cannot do anything about it. With that in mind we are trying as 
best we can to insure that there will not be so many of these develop- 
ments that we will wind up without contracts and with substantial 
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loss in membership and influence in the industry. I agree this is an 
indirect approach to what really is our main problem, but we have 
very few approaches to it. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the point I really wanted to close on. We 
would like the committee to realize our position. The employees in 
this industry have come to expect collective-bargaining privileges with 
signed contracts and with definite commitments, one party to the 
other. We find more and more as we go along that in whole areas, 
such as Nebraska, we have not one signed contract and no labor 
organization for utilitv workers. If it could happen in Nebraska it 
could happen elsewhere, and we are becoming concerned about it. 

Senator CHavez. Just one more observation, Mr. Chairman, and 
pardon me for interrupting again. I speak as a friend of labor and I 
think my record in the Congress is about as good as any in trying to 
protect labor, but I do not want to see any legislation passed here 
wherein both labor and public utilities and possibly private utilities 
will work to take care of themselves, but forget about Mr. Citizen. 
The farmer might not belong to organized labor, but nevertheless he is 
entitled to the opportunity to use power for his pump and to milk his 
cows. If you have real cooperation between the public utilities and 
labor, Mr. Farmer pays for it eventually. If we have that kind of 
cooperation we will not have that difficulty, and I say that as a sincere 
friend of labor. 

Mr. Noonan. I agree with that, Senator. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Mr. Noonan. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Haypen. Mr. Ross Martin? 


STATEMENT OF ROSS MARTIN, PRESIDENT, LOCAL UNION NO. 
930, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL 
WORKERS, A. F. OF L., BIRMINGHAM, ALA. 


OPPOSING SEPA TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, there were six members of the 
IBEW that were originally here, but due to the length and urgency 
of business all except three of us have left. 

Senator HaypEeNn. Do those three gentlemen present have prepared 
statements? 

Mr. Martin. They do. 

Senator Haypen. They will all be included in the record. 

(The three statements are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. C. LANIER 


My name is J. C. Lanier of Charleston, 8. C., and I am business manager of 
Local Union 398, IBEW, representing over 400 members in 16 counties of lower 
South Carolina on the property of the South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. 

Our membership have enjoyed since 1937 the benefits derived from collective 
bargaining with the private utility. These benefits include a workable grievance 
procedure (guaranteeing the worker correction of any injustice), paid vacations, 
pensions and, above all, a voice in the conditions under which he will work. These 
things were built up over a period of years and our members are opposed to any- 
thing which will tear them down or prevent their being improved upon. It is 
an established fact that these benefits are not at present obtainable from the 
public power projects and municipally owned plants in South Carolina. 
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It has been our experience that the trend in South Carolina by municipalities 
is to employ electrical workers on a flat monthly basis under substandard working 
conditions and, as is well known, they are exempt from the provisions of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act; therefore, no regard is given to the number of hours worked 
per work week. The wage rates paid our members are consistently higNer in 
comparison with that paid by public power or municipal plants. 

Our State federation of labor at its last convention went on record opposing 
the building of transmission power lines by the Government as not being in the 
best interest of the organized worker. 

On behalf of our members and other electrical workers in South Carolina em- 
ployed by private utilities, | would like to oppose the appropriation requested by 
the Southeastern Power Authority to build transmission lines as they are un- 
necessary and will result in a lowering of the standards which we have built up 
in our State. I respectfully request your nonconcurrence in their request. 

Mr. Ellis George, business manager of Local Union 772, IBEW, is here on behalf 
of his members and concurs in the above statement, but due to the limited time 
of your committee he will not submit a separate statement. 


STATEMENT OF J. B. PATE 


My name is J. B. Pate and I am president of the Georgia Federation of Labor 
and also president of the Georgia Electrical Workers Association, both affiliated 
with the American Federation of Labor. I am here today representing the State 
Association of Electrical Workers which is composed of 22 local unions affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers having approximately 
7,200 members. 

Our association is vigorously opposed to the restoration of appropriations 
requested for the Southeastern Power Administration. We oppose it because 
we consider it a definite threat to the economic welfare of our membership; a 
threat to the wages and working conditions which our members now enjoy through 
signed collective-bargaining agreements with private industry in the power 
business. 

Our experience with political subdivisions engaged in this business convinces us 
that we can expect no consideration for our legitimate interests from such bodies. 
They have in the past consistently refused to recognize us for collective-bargaining 
purposes, with the result that we have no opportunity for improving the status of 
workers employed on such projects. With the single exception of the TVA 
project, we have found it impossible to gain a standard of wages or working 
conditions in any way comparable to that prevailing on the private properties. 
The substandard wages and working conditions on the publicly owned properties 
are a constant threat to the standards which we have managed to build up over a 
long period of years through collective bargaining with the privately owned 
utilities. 

As an example, the union scale for linemen engaged in power-line construction 
in our State ranges from $2.25 to $2.50 per hour. Compare this scale with an 
hourly rate of $1.50 per hour being paid by the nonunion contractor who man- 
ages to obtain about 90 percent of this class of work in the publie power field. 
In view of the low pay scale, it is not difficult to understand why the nonunion 
contractor would bé successful in underbidding any contractor who pays the 
union scale and abides by union working conditions. 

Neither should it be hard to understand why our linemen are opposed to 
Government appropriations which encourage the spread of substandard wages 
which are $6, and more, per day below the standards which they have estab- 
lished through effort and organization. 

This same comparison of wages holds good after construction is finished and 
the properties are in operation. <A lineman receives $340 per month when 
employed in the distribution system of the private utilities, but this same man 
would earn approximately $250 per month for doing the same class of work for 
a publicly owned system. The comparison is even more unfavorable when you 
take into account the fact that working conditions have no contract protection. 
To the contrary all the private power companies in the State—Georgia Power 
Co., Georgia Power & Light Co., and the Savannah Electric Power & Light— 
are organized by the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and have 
been under signed agreements for many vears. We feel that these substandard 
wages and working conditions on publicly owned properties result directly from 
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our inability to engage in normal collective-bargaining procedures with the 
public officials managing them. 

We have always been interested in expanding the use of electrical energy and 
spreading the benefits to as many people as possible. We still have that interest, 
but we can see no reason at this time for duplicating facilties which are adequate 
to take care of the power needs in our State. At this time, particularly, we 
question the necessity of using large amounts of critical material to bring about 
this duplication of transmission lines. 

To my personal knowledge (and I know of this because our members were 
employed on the work under union wages and conditions) the private utilities 
have added 265,000 kilowatts of capacity in the past few years. This figure 
includes work completed and now under construction. 

Now, in conclusion, as a representative of the workers in the electrical power 
industry in Georgia, and as president of the Georgia Federation of Labor, I 
urge you to concur in the appropriation action of the House. I think I have 
made it clear that labor has a stake in this matter because of the substandard 
wages and working conditions which the original appropriations request would 
encourage. Our members have obtained many benefits over a long term of years 
such as improved wages, better conditions, seniority, pension rights, and other 
valuable considerations. We do not want to lose these benefits, and we are 
definitely opposed to any enterprise, public or private, which endangers the gains 
we have made and threatens ultimately to disrupt the harmonious labor- 
management relations which have been built up in our State over a long period 
of time by a lot of hard work on the part of our officers and members, 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER DANIELS 


My name is Chester Daniels, and I am the vice president and legislative 
representative for the Florida State Electrical Workers Association, A. F. of L. 
This association consists of 35 local unions in the State of Florida with an approxi- 
mate membership of 9,100. This includes utility and construction workers 
employed in the operation and maintenance of all the privately owned power and 
light companies in the State of Florida. I want to emphasize that all privately 
owned power and light companies in Florida are organized by the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and have signed agreements with the Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. These companies are Gulf Power 
Co., Florida Power Corp., Tampa Electric Co., and Florida Power & Light Co. 
They work under signed agreements negotiated through collective bargaining with 
their respective companies. 

It is on behalf of these members that I wish to oppose the Interior Department’s 
request for restoration of appropriations for the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration which have been cut by the House. 

In Florida we are amply provided for insofar as power is concerned with 
interconnected high-voltage lines running throughout the State and serving 
every part of the area. ’ 

This network is owned and operated by the private power companies in the 
State, and they are rapidly expanding their facilities to meet the needs of a fast 
growth in population and industrial plants. We are concerned in Florida at 
the present time because the restoration of the appropriation cuts will lead to 
similar projects for the Southeastern Power Administration in our State. 

Our members enjoy wages and working conditions which are far superior to 
those prevailing where the employer is some branch of public power, and they 
consider the extension of publie power as against their best interests. They work 
for the private employers under signed agreements, with full union protection and 
the expectation of steady improvement. Naturally, they cannot look with favor 
on anything which endangers their standard of living, and interferes with the 
functioning of their union, through which they have gained the benefits which 
they now have. 

We have information from other parts of the country which shows clearly that 
our members suffer in both wages and conditions when the private employer is 
replaced by a public agency. 

We do not have to go beyond the borders of our State, however, to show why 
we are opposed to the extension of public power which is the intent of this appro- 
priation, 

I would like to mention some examples in our State which bring out the differ- 
ence to our membership between private employment, with signed agreements, 
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and employment in the same kind of work for a public body, without any unioi 
protection: 

The Tampa Electric Co., a privately owned utility, is under agreement with the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and the scale for linemen on 
this property is $340 per month. The municipally owned plant at Jacksonville, 
Fla., which will not do business with our union, pays a top rate of $295 per month 
for linemen and the job conditions are far inferior. This amounts to a difference 
of $45 per month in the wage scale, and we are convinced that the differential 
would be much greater were it not for the fact that the’ organized utilities tend 
strongly to force increases in those plants without organization. Usually after 
the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers negotiate an increase with 
private companies through collective bargaining, some of the publiely owned 
utilities follow 2 or 3 months later with some kind of an increase for their em 
plovees. 


for the privilege of filing this statement. I hope that vou will agree with me that 
the legitimate interests of thousands of workers are involved in this question, and 
that vou will take action to concur in the action taken by the House ip t} 
appropriation, 


On behalf of the association which I represent, [ want to thank this committee 


ELECTRICAL LABOR UNIONS 


Mr. Martin. | would like to read mv statement to you. 

Senator HaypENn. You may proceed 

Mr. Martin. I am Ross Martin, route 1, Box 125, Birmingham, 
Ala., and my union membership in the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Werkers, A. F. of L., is with Local Union No. 930, of 
which I am president. I am employed as a load dispatcher by the 
Alabama Power Co. 

Twenty-one local unions of our brotherhood, in the southeastern 
area, are affiliated together in a system council, and as chairman of 
that council | am appearing here today to represent that group. 
About 20,000 employees are represented through this svstem council 
Qur members have bona fide labor contracts, arrived at through 
collective bargaining with the four companies which constitute the 
southern companies, namely, the Alabama Power Co., the Georgia 
Power Co., the Mississippi Power Co. and the Gulf Power Co. — All 
private power companies in the States of Mississippi, Alabama, Geor- 
gia, and Florida are under signed agreement with local unions of the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. We represent all 
the employees in the production and maintenance units of these com- 
panies without regard to craft. No distinction is made on the basis 
of race, color, or creed. 

In times past we have looked with favor on publie-power projects, 
as we saw the need for spanking some of the private-power interests, 
and the desirability of establishing the now famous ‘yard stick.” 
This has been, and now is, being taken care of admirably by the 


TVA. 
MANAGEMENT-LABOR RELATIONS WITH PUBLIC POWER 


Our experience with the antiunion tactics of public-power manage- 
ment has forced us to take a different position. While we still favor 
the development of our natural resources by our Government, such 
as flood control, navigation, irrigation, and so forth, we vigorously 
oppose any further extension by Government agencies into the field 
of transmission and distribution of electric power. We oppose this 
extension especially when expansion is proposed which will duplicate 
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or parallel existing facilities. This change in attitude has come about 
after careful observation over a period of years. 

At no place in our territory have our members been benefited 
when private power has been replaced by public power. On the con- 
trary, in such instances they have been harmed and their interests 
have suffered through the loss of true collective-bargaining rights. 

A comparison of-the wages and working conditions w ill clearly 
indicate why we are opposed to further extension of publicly owned 
transmission and distribution lines. Our linemen, employed by the 
private companies, are paid $1.96 per hour and _ their contracts pro- 

vide overtime provisions, paid vacations, sick leave, pensions, and 
othes advantages. These provisions can be steadily improved by 
periodic collective bargaining, and we have established grievance pro- 
cedures to prevent or correct any injustices which may occur. 


WAGES OF PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION LINEMAN 


The wages and conditions which apply on the publicly owned 
properties are hard to obtain, as they have no written contracts and 
they vary from locality to locality, and from man to man in the same 
locality. However, all who will admit it (and bear in mind that the 
majority are ashamed to reveal their true wages and working condi- 
tions), say that top wages are about $250 per month (which amounts 
to about $1.45 per hour) with every few fringe benefits. This amounts 
to a wage differential of more than $20 a “week. In Alabama some 
construction linemen are being paid wages as low as 75 certs and 90 
cents per hour. 

Those who work for public power agencies are either under civil 
service, Which is wholly inadequate from our point of view, or they 
are covered by no standards, which is worse. They have no way of 
bettering their conditions through proper union representation and 
normal collective bargaining. 

It is my understanding that the Interior Department is seeking to 
have this committee recommend restoration of cuts made in their 
appropriation by the House. 

The members of the system council of which I am chairman, 
respectfully request that this subcommittee concur in the action of 
the House of Representatives with respect to this appropriation. 

We still fear that the appropriation originally requested is only the 
beginning of a much greater expansion program which will eventually 
destroy the existing ‘employment opportunities and force our mem- 
bership to accept the substandard terms of employment which we 
have come to associate with public power developments. This same 
trend seriously endangers the seniority and pension rights and many 
other benefits which are valued highly by our membership. 

Senator Haypen. I understood that there was a working agreement 
between the Tennessee Valley Authority, which is public power, and 
the Alabama Power Co. and Mississippi Power Co., with respect to terri- 
tory. Is there any part of the State of Alabama served by TVA? 

Mr. Marry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. In that part of it what kind of arrangement do 
you have with TVA? 

Mr. Martin. I cite the city of Bessemer, 18 or 20 miles from 
Birmingham. We have duplicate transmission facilities in that city. 
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Some of it is TVA and some Alabama Power Co. That $250 figure is 
the salary they pay their linemen where we pay $340 for the men 
maintaining our lines. 

Senator Haypen. TVA generally has a lower scale than you folks? 

Mr. Martin. No, sir; the TVA is one of the exceptions in our 
territory with regard to wage scales. Right now at present their 
linemen’s salary, they quote their figures on the yearly basis where we 
come down to monthly. I think it is 35 cents a month less than ours. 

Senator Haypren. That is TVA? : 

Mr. Martin. TVA. 

Senator Haypen. What you are complaining about is not TVA but 
the local company that gets the power from TVA? 

Mr. Martin. That isright. This 75 and 90 cents an hour is on the 
line being built in Alabama now. 

Senator HaypEN. | understand now. 

Mr. Martin. In my job as load dispatcher! did not know the differ- 
ence if I am talking to a TVA dispatcher or the Georgia Power Co. 
dispatcher. It is just one big body operating together, and I challenge 
anybody to tell whether it is public, private, or what. 

Senator Haypren. You think if all the power companies operated 
as the TVA does there would be no trouble? 

Mr. Martin. There is one distinction, their contract has no pro- 
vision such as ours for collective bargaining. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Martin. Than you, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT BY INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS 


Senator Haypren. I want to include in the record at this point a 
statement by Mr. Nelson, grand lodge representative for the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE R. NELSON, GRAND LODGE REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is George R. Nelson, 
grand lodge representative for the International Association of Machinists, 
My address is Machinists’ Building, Ninth and Mount Vernon Place NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

We appreciate the opportunity given to us by your subcommittee to appear here 
this afternoon for the purpose of objecting to the granting of appropriations for 
the building of transmission power lines in South Carolina by the Southeastern 
Power Authority under the United States Department of Interior. Specifically, 
our objection stems from the fact that existing transmission lines which are avail- 
able can adequately supply the needed power which these appropriations propose 
to duplicate. These are the transmission lines which are being proposed by 
Southeastern Power to run from Hartsville to Clarks Hill Dam, from Clarks Hill 
to Batesburg, from Clarks Hill to Aiken, and from Clarks Hill to Greenwood. At 
this time of national emergency with its resultant shortage of critical materials 
and the need for the elimination of all unnecessary expenditures, we do not 
believe that it is necessary or feasible to construct these additional transmission 
lines. 

From information supplied us by our members of Lodge 1879 in Columbia, 8. C. 
who are employed by the South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., it is obvious that the 
granting of this duplicate service will tend to destroy or, at least curtail private 
enterprise. The granting of appropriations for additional lines may also have 
adverse effect upon the employment of our members in the South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Co. 
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From our survey of existing transmission lines which are now available in 
South Carolina, both through those owned by the private utilities companies and 
those in use and under construction by the Central Electric Power Cooperative, 
will more than adequately care for the present needs and, at least, immediate 
future power needs even under an expanded industrial development. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is our sincere re- 
quest that you and your committee seriously study the consequences to the 
present existing power facilities and companies before authorizing, through 
Government appropriation, the proposed transmission lines by the Southeastern 
Power Authority. : 

With me here this afternoon is Henrv Gantt, president of our lodge in South 
Carolina who is prepared to give additional information if he is requested. 


COMMUNICATIONS OPPOSING SEPA CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Senator Hayprn. There are some letters and telegrams here 
addressed to Senators Smathers and Holland, which were referred to 
Senator McKellar, which will be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 

(The letters and telegrams are as follows: ) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 22 1951. 
Hon. Kenneru McKe.var, 
( ha man, Se nate Approp ations Com mittee, 
United States Senate. Wash ington, rg. 


Dear Senator Mcke.uiar: There are enclosed herewith two wires which | 
have received from R. F. Rhodes, business manager, local 676, Pensacola, Fla., 
and William A. Cooper, business manager, local 624, Panama Citv, Fla., Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, respectively, in which they set forth 
their views in opposition to an appropriation for Southeastern Power Administration, 
which are being forwarded to vou for the consideration of the subeommittee han- 
dling the Department of the Interior appropriation bill. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely vours, 
+ Greorce SMATHERS, 
United States Senator. 


I have also received a similar wire from O. D. Anders, president, IBEW, local 
1078, Pensacola, Fla. 

PENSACOLA, Fua., May 18, 1951. 
Senator GEORGE SMATHERS, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, oC: 

Local union 676 sent two members to Washington during the House appro- 
priations subcommittee hearing to oppose the appropriation of money to South- 
eastern Power Administration for the eonstruction of eleetrie transmission lines. 
We are unable to send representatives during the hearing before the Senate 
\ppropriation Committee next week but will appreciate having this telegram 
laced before the Senate committee as a record of our opposition to having any 
noney appropriated to Southeastern Power Administration for planning or build- 


ing transmission lines, 


, 
t 
? 


R. F. Ruopes, Business Manager, Local 676. 


(A similar telegram was filed by Senator Holland.) 
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PANAMA Ciry, Fuia., May 22, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE SMATHERS, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Understand Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations will meet Wednesday 
May 23 for consideration of various items. Local Union No. 624, International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, wishes to enter a strong protest against any 
appropriation for the “planning and construction of transmission lines’’ as re 
quested by the Southeastern Power Administration. Such expenditures unneces- 
sary as work will only parallel existing facilities which are adequate. Money 
could be used to further defense effort to much better advantage elsewhere. 
Your assistance in killing this request will be greatly appreciated. Kindest 
regards. 

Wa. A. Cooper, 
Bus eS Manaq . Local Un On Vo. 624, Fe b EB Wi . 


Senagor Haypen. Then IT have a letter and a telegram which were 
received by Senator Holland, and he has forwarded them for incorpora- 
tion in the record, and that will be done at this point. 

(The telegram and letter are as follows:) 


Unirep STrares SENATI 
Washington, cas May 19, 1951. 
Respectfully referred to 
Hon. CARI HAYDEN, 
Chairman. Subcommittee on Appropriations for the Department of the Inter 
Capitol B ilding, Washington Des 
Drar SENATOR HaypeEN: For your committee’s information and consideration 
I am enclosing a copy of a telegram which | have received from Mr. R. F. Rhodes, 
dated May 18, which is self-explanatory, 
With kindest regards, I remain 
Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HOLLAND 


(The telegram referred to was similar to one filed by Senator Smathers. 
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
Lov \l | NION dU. 
Gadsden, Ala f Vay 19, 1951 
Hon. Cart HaypDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., 

Drar Str: The local unions of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers through their membership carried on a diligent fight against the Interior 
Department request for appropriations to be used by the Southeastern Power 
Administration to construct transmission lines in the Southeast while this re 
was being considered by the House of Representatives Subcommittee 


juest 


It being the desire of the local unions to continue this fight against the Interior 
Department request for the appropriation | would like to urge vou to grant the 
representatives of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers time to 
appear before the Subcommittee to present their argument against the request for 
the appropriation. 

Thank you very much for vour kind consideration of this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
W. H, BAK} R, Preside nt Local Union 591, 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
CoNsTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


STATEMENTS OF MICHAEL W. STRAUS, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION; GOODRICH W. LINEWEAVER, ASSISTANT 
COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; KENNETH W. 
MARKWELL, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF RECLAMA- 
TION ; WESLEY R. NELSON, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION; ALFRED R. GOLZE, DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS 
AND FINANCE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; HARVEY F. Mc- 
PHAIL, DIRECTOR OF POWER UTILIZATION, BUREAU OF RE- 
CLAMATION; JOHN W. DIXON, DIRECTOR OF PROJECT PLAN- 
NING, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; E. D. EATON, DIRECTOR 
OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BUREAU OF RECLAMA- 
TION; AND T. W. MERMEL, ASSISTANT TO COMMISSIONER, 
ENGINEERING, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


CARLSBAD PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Senator Cuavez. I think Senator Hayden said that we were down 
to the Carlsbad project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, there are no funds in the bill for 
the Carlsbad project. 


FORT SUMNER PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Senator CHavez. Next we have the Fort Sumner project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The budget estimate was $64,000 on that 
project. The House committee reported it as recommended and under 
the across-the-board application of the Taber amendment $3,150 was 
taken off of it, which left $60,850. We are asking for the restoration 
of the $3,150. That project is now being completed and is a clean-up 
proposition and the $3,150, although a small amount, may mean the 
difference between cleaning up the job in fiscal year 1952 and not 
doing so. 

TUCUMCARI PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Senator Cuavez. The next item is the Tucumcari project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Golzé will explain that. 

Mr. Gouzé. On the Tucumeari project the small amount of money 
that is requested is clean-up work principally in connection with the 
drains on the project. The reductions made are $44,000 by the 
House Committee and $9,830 by the Taber amendment to the bill for 
a total reduction of $53,830, which we ask to be restored. 

Senator Cuavez. I see. 

Mr. Linewraver. We have a statement that we will put in the 
record on that project, Mr. Chairman, if vou wish. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

(The statement is as follows:) 
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TvucumcaRI Prosect—OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT CHARGES 


Construction of the Tucumcari project in New Mexico was started in 1940, It 
was interrupted during the war years, but was resumed in 1944, and water was 
first delivered to project farms in 1945. Project settlement has progressed fairly 
rapidly and during the 1950 irrigation season almost 32,000 acres of the expected 
ultimate development of 42,300 acres received irrigation water. It is estimated 
by the project manager that approximately 38,000 acres will be under irrigation 
during the 1951 season. 

It has become apparent, from seepage areas that have already developed ed- 
jacent to and below project canals and laterals, that major drains ge construction 
will be required in future vears. 

Pending full development of the project lands and completion of the drainage 
investigations now being carried out, operation and maintenance of the project is 
being continued as operations and maintenance during construction. 

Our present program, which may be subject to modification if development 
conditions warrant, obligates the Bureau of Reclamation to issue a construction- 
cost notice prior to September 1, 1951. This would require the conservancy 
district to pay the first half of the first vear’s payment of construction costs on 
February 1, 1952, and the second half of the first year’s payment of construction 
costs on August 1, 1952. This notice would also establish calendar year 1952 as 
the “funded” vear of operation and maintenance as provided in the repayment 
contract, and would obligate the Bureau to issue an operation and management 
estimate for calendar year 1953 on or before August 1, 1952, with the first half 
of the estimated total amount to be advanced by the conservancy district on 
December 15, 1952 and the second half to be paid between March 1 and June 
1, 1953. 


VERMEJO PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 
PLANNING FUNDS 


Senator CHavez. Next.we have the Vermejo project. Did the 
Bureau ever ask the Budget for an item on that? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. A justification was sent to the Bureau 
of the Budget and if vou would like we can put that in the record. 

Senator Cuavez. All right. 

(The information is as follows:) 


VERMEJO PROJECT, NEW MEXICO 


Total estimated cost $2, 679, 000 
Total to June 30, 1950 117, 050 
Allotment (general investigation funds), fiscal year 1951 $1, 000 

Obligation program, fiscal year 1951 _ _- 1, 000 
Amendatory estimate of allotment, fiscal year 1952_ - $285, 000 

Obligation program, fiscal year 1952- 285, 000 
Additional estimated cost after fiscal year 1952__- 2, 275, 950 


AUTHORIZATION 


Authority for the Bureau of Reclamation to construct the Vermejo project is 
reflected by Public Law 848 as approved on September 27, 1950. The provisions 
of this Public Law state that construction of the project shall not be commenced 
until the President has approved a project report, a conservancy organization 
has been formed, and a repayment contract has been executed. The program 
presented in this request is based on fulfillment of the requirements of the author- 
izing legislation. 

LOCATION 


The Vermejo project is located in northeastern New Mexico on the Vermejo 
River which is the headwaters of the Canadian River. The projects lands are 
comprised in and served by the Maxwell Irrigation Co., located near the city 
of Maxwell in Colfax County. 
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DESCRIPTION 


Work to be undertaken by the Bureau of Reclamation will provide for the 
rehabilitation of irrigation facilities for approximately 7,200 acres. The water 
supply will be provided by the enlargement of three existing reservoirs and the 
reconstruction of four existing reservoirs as well as the construction of one new 
reservoir for flood and sediment control. The diversion dam, canal, and other 
distribution works will also be rehabilitated. Irrigated agriculture in the ares 
has declined drastically from its peak because of the deterioration of the existing 
storage and distribution facilities. 

tehabilitation of the project would stabilize the irrigable area by provision of 
an adequate water supply, an efficient distribution svstem, and adequate drainage. 
There are large areas of good lands and only classes | and 2 lands will be included 
in the project. Supplemental storage, adequate for the lands to be irrigated, 
would be provided. The project would also have substantial benefits to fish and 
wildlife resources. Flood-control benefits would be provided by use of the reser- 
voir capacity. 

REPAYMENT 


The authorizing legislation provides that $2,010,080 or as much of the con- 
struction cost as is approved for allocation to irrigation shall be repaid. I:xecu- 
tion of contract with the irrigation contracting entity in compliance with this 
proviso is required and contemplated before the planned date for initiation of 
construction. 

STATUS 


A report presenting a plan for the rehabilitation and improvement of existing 
works for the on-project storage, diversion and distribution of irrigation water 
has been compiled and submitted to the President. This report has been re- 
viewed by the Department of Agriculture. Negotiations with the water users 
have been sufficiently advanced to reasonably insure that a conservancy district 
will be formed and a repayment contract executed before December 1951. 


WORK PROPOSED, FISCAL YEAR 1952 


The amount of $285,000 will provide for the preparation of designs, issuance 
of specifications, and award of contracts with construction work starting on 
reservoir and dam Nos. 2, 5, 7, and 8 Stubblefield and Stubblefield detention dam 
during the last quarter, utilizing the full sunner working season. <A _ project 
organization will be established and transportation, office, and survey equipment 
will be procured. Negotiations for a repayment contract will be consummated 
and a definite-plan report will be completed and submitted for approval. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The plan for the potential Vermejo project is designed to improve and stabilize 
the economy of the area and improve the utilization of the water and land re- 
sources, thereby assuring continued existence of the project area as a social and 
economic unit. 

In its present condition, the project is no longer self-sustaining and the resources 
of local interests are insufficient for installation of necessary improvements. 
Continued existence of the project area as a social and economic unit depends 
upon the immediate institution of extensive and effective corrective measures. 
The proximity of the project to permanent defense installations in northern 
New Mexico makes it necessary that available water resources be utilized to provide 
fresh food for the increased population and forage crops for livestock in this area. 

Because of loss of storage capacity due to sedimentation of reservoirs and 
damage to impounding structures, deterioration of canals and laterals of the dis- 
tribution svstem, and obsolescence or poor condition of control structures it has 
been possible, in recent vears, to provide a full water supply only to a progressively 
decreasing area. A land-use survey made in 1947 showed a net cultivated ares 
of 10,500 acres, of which only 3,500 acres were in irrigated crops. Subsequently, 
the project works and water supply have deteriorated still further, to a point 
where immediate action is necessary to restore the economy of the area. <A 
detailed land classification shows some 12,780 acres of land in the district to be 
capable of sustained production under irrigation. 

The critical condition of the project is evident from a bill which was recently 
introduced in Congress. Enactment of this bill would provide $50,000 for 
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emergency repairs and for protection of the Canadian River siphon. The siphon, 
which is a kev feature of the Vermejo project, was badly damaged by flood- 
waters in July 1950. Local efforts brought about temporary repairs, but the 
project facilities are still vulnerable to flood damage. Adequate flood contro! 
would be realized incidental to the rehabilitation of the project for irrigation 
purposes. 


Schedule of construction program, fiscal years 1951 and 1952, Vermejo project 
New Mexico (amendment to appropriation estimate, fiscal year 1652 


, f , y ; 
Sigua Potaleati- | Total ag of| Program | Prosram | Batance to 
ee mated cost ~ ve cu rent b a" t complete 
1950 year 1951 year 1952 
1 9) s) 1) 
Construction program 
Reservoir and dam No. 2 $258, 000 $11, 000 $50, OOO $197. OOO 
Reservoir and dam No. 5 53, OOO 1, 000 &, OOO 24, OOU 
Reservoir and dam 7 and 8, Stubble 
field 963, 000 43, 000 175, 000 745. OOO 
Reservoir and dam No, 11 8 O00 2 OOO 1, 000 35. OOO 
Reservoir and dam No. 12 119, 000 5, 000 2 O00 112. 000 
Reservoir and dam No, 13 33. 000 15, 050 $1. 000 3. 000 833, GAO 
Reservoir and dam No. 14 29 000 1. 000 1. 000 27. OW 
Stubblefield detention dam 172, 000 8, O00 5. O00 129, 000 
Vermejo diversion dam 31, 000 1, 000 0. G00 
Vermejo canal 222, O00 16, 000 7. 000 205, 000 
Eagle Tail canal 84, O00 4, OOO OOO 77, 000 
Laterals 178, 000 &, O00 170. 000 
Surface drains 61, 000 5, OOO 5S. OOO 
Subsurface drains 123, 000 5, 000 LIS. OOO 
Operation and maintenance during 
construction 15, 000 15. OOO 
Total obligations 2, 679, OOO 117. 050 1, 000 285, 000 2, 275, 950 
Method of finaneing 
Actual allotment 1, 000 
Allotment requirements 285, 000 2 975, G50 


! General investigations funds 
AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Cuavez. Do vou recall what you requested? 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. $285,000. 

Senator CHavez. What is that, planning money? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That was to complete the plan and initiate 
construction of certain work. It would provide for the preparation of 
designs, issuance of specifications, and award of contracts with con- 
struction work starting on the reservoir and dams, dams 2, 5,7, and 8, 
Stubblefield and Stubblefield detention dam, during the last quarter 
of the fis¢al vear 1952 utilizing the full summer working season. A 
project organization will be established and transportation, office, and 
survey equipment will be procured. Negotiations for a repayment 
contract will be consummated and a definite plan report will be com- 
pleted and submitted for approval. 

Senator CHavez. What was the difference between the amount of 
design money, planning money, and what vou could use for starting 
the construction? 

Mr. Lineweaver. I will submit that for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information is as follows: ) 

Vermejo project 


Construction $137, 800 
Design and planning 147, 200 


Total estimate, fiscal vear 1952 : ena t 285, 000 
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Senator CHavez. You did have enough to start work? 
Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir; if the appropriation is made we would 
have enough to justify the award of the contract. 


RIO GRANDE PROJECT, NEW MEXICO-TEXAS 
(See also p. 1291) 


Senator CHAavez. Now we have the Rio Grande project. 

Mr. Linewnaver. Mr. McPhail will take that project. 

Mr. McPuai. Mr. Chairman, we are asking for the restoration of 
$63,340 that was recommended by the House committee. So that 
all the project transmission facilities can be completed during the 
fiscal year 1952, the funds requested are necessary for the completion 
of the transmission lines and other work and any reduction will 
necessitate continuation of the work in the following fiscal year with 
an attendant increase in cost. 

Senator CHavez. Mr. McPhail, with reference to that particular 
project could you not briefly state to the committee the difficulties 
if any that you might be having now due to the conditions of the 
upper Rio Grande or middle Rio Grande, say for instance around 
San Michel or San Antonio? Could not things be improved there 
that would help you administer the Rio Grande project? 

Mr. McPuait. Mr. Chairman, the moneys we are asking for in 
fiscal year 1952 are in connection with the completion of the trans- 
mission lines from Soccoro to Albuquerque and from Berlin to Miller. 


EFFECT OF DROUGHT 


Senator Cuavez. I would want some testimony there as to the 
effect of the drought on the Rio Grande project. 

Mr. Linewraver. We will be glad to submit a statement for the 
record. 

Senator CHavez. It appears to me that you have to consider them 
both together for the moment due to conditions as they now exist. 

Mr. LineWwEAVER. Our statement will be supplemented subse- 
quently when the matter of the middle Rio Grande project comes up. 

Senator CHavez. Yes. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Errect oF DrouGcut oN Rio GRANDE PRoJECT 


The Rio Grande project in New Mexico and Texas comprises an irrigable area 
in excess of 155,000 acres, from which gross crop returns for the past several vears 
have averaged over $250 per acré. These results have been achieved in spite of 
drought conditions which have persisted in the Southwest since 1945. 

The total water storage capacity of Elephant Butte and Caballo Reservoirs, 
which serve the Rio Grande project, amounts to 2,565,000 acre-feet. Each year 
for the past 6 years, the carry-over storage from one season to the next has been 
decreasing. This year, during which there has been practically no precipitation 
on the watershed immediately above the project, and only a minimum of snow 
runoff from the mountains which form the high tributary watershed, conditions 
have reached a critical stage. 

On May 1, 1951, the combined storage in Elephant Butte and Caballo Reser- 
voirs amounted to a total of 342,600 acre-feet. In order to use the water supply 
available to the best possible advantage for all project water users, the boards of 
directors of the two irrigation districts of the project agreed to ration the water 
to all users this year on the basis of 1 acre-foot per acre, delivered to the farm. 
This compares with a normal average use of at least 3 acre-feet per acre. With 
only 1 acre-foot per acre, crop returns for 1951 are expected to be considerably 
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below normal and, unless there is a break in the drought next winter, project 
conditions will be perilous in 1952. 

Assistant Commissioner Nelson will cover this relationship in more detail in 
his presentation of emergency constructions in connection with channel rectifica- 
tion of the Rio Grande on Friday, May 25. See page 1291. 

Mr. LineweaAver. As you probably know the water situation on 
the Rio Grande project both for supplying the New Mexico area as 
well as the Texas area is very critical this year, the most critical in 
history. 

Senator Cuavez. I want the committee to see the picture as to 
the two projects due to conditions now. 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. When we bring up the middle Rio Grande we 
want to get some testimony on that. 

I would like someone from the Department, Mr. Straus, to cover 
the Rio Grande as such and the effect that postponing work on the 
middle Rio Grande would have on the Texas side and even on the 
Mexico Si 

Mr. Srraus. We will be quite prepared to do that, Mr. Chairman, 
in some » de tail when we touch the middle Rio Grande. We could do 
that now, but I think it is best to wait. 

Senator Cuavez. We would prefer to wait. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, there probably should be an 
explanation, the budget estimate was $1,088,000 for the Rio Grande 
transmission line. The House committee on our representations in- 
creased that by $200,000 because that amount was needed to complete 
the work that Mr. McPhail mentioned. 

Senator CHavez. I see. You want that restoration? 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 


W. C. AUSTIN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


Senator CHavez. We are back to Oklahoma now, the W. C. Austin 
project. 

Mr. Linewreaver. The W. C. Austin project, the budget estimate 
was $135,000 and the Taber amendment application cut it $6,640, 
and we are asking for the restoration of the budget estimate. 

Senator Cuavez. Briefly, what are you trying to do with that? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That amount is for the completion of work on 
drainage and some lateral construction and the continuation of the 
drainage construction and investigation. That project is nearing 
completion, is practically completed, and this amount is principally 
for clean-up work. 

Senator CuHavez. I notice that the original estimate was around 
$13,000,000; that you have spent to date practically $11,000,000 and 
you are asking, and the budget has approved, $1,088,000 for that, so 
you are pretty well advanced. 

Mr. LInEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 


DESCHUTES PROJECT, OREGON 


Mr. Linewraver. The Deschutes project, the north unit, we are 
asking for the budget estimate of $313,700 and the House committee 
allowed $285,240. The application of the Taber amendment in the 
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House reduced it another $14,760 or a total of $28,460. We are asking 
for the restoration of the $28,460. 

Senator Cuavez. That is a clean-up job also? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes, sir. The work is well along and the only 
work to be done in future years is sealing of the canal and some minor 
cleaning-up work necessary for future development. Any reduction 
in funds will require continuation of construction activities in the fol- 
lowing fiscal vear with the attendant increase in cost in overhead. 


KLAMATH PROJECT, OREGON 


Senator Cuavez. Next we have the Klamath project in Oregon. 

Mr. Linewraver. The budget estimate was $434,400 and the House 
committee cut that $34,400 and with the application of the Taber 
amendment $19,670 was added to the reduction or a total of $54,070, 
and we are asking for the restoration of the entire amount. The 1952 
program consists of continuing construction on the irrigation works, 
which will lead to the availability of an additional 3,700 acres of land 
in the following fiscal year. Any reduction in the finda requested will 
necessarily retard achievement of this goal and increase the ultimate 
cost of the unit. The flood-control facilities which are now under con 
struction will be essentially completed during the fiscal year 1952 if all 
” the funds are available. These flood-control facilities are necessary 
for the protection of lands now under cultivation, which are among the 
most productive in the West. 


VETEkKANS SETTLEMENT PROGRAM 


I may say, Mr. Chairman, that this was public land, a great deal of 
which has been settled since World War Il by veterans under the 
veterans’ settlement program. 

Senator CHavez. About these 3,000 acres additional, that would be 
utilized provided vou could get the money to do the work? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is, right. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you refer to those acres as going to veterans 
also? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sul 

Senator Cuavez. Will they go to veterans or do they own the land 
now? 

Mr. Linewreaver. No, sir; it is public land until settled and veter- 
ans have preference under the law, 

Senator CHavez. Are you carrying out the regulation of the rule of 
160 acres? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. The average size of those farms is 
much less than 160 acres, somewhere along about 80 acres. 

Senator CHavez. What does the veteran have to do? 

Mr. Linewraven. He has to have his certificate to the effect that 
he is a veteran and the requirements include some agricultural ex- 
perience, not necessarily irrigation experience. He must have, | think, 
$2,000 in assets and have good character references and things of that 
kind. The application is passed on by a board of examiners and then 
those that are passed, the numbers are put in a hat and drawn out 
with awards made according to the numbers. 
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Senator CuHavez. Are the examiners from the Department or are 
they local? 

Mr. Linewraver. No, sir; two are local people and one is a repre- 
sentative of the Bureau. 

Senator CHavez. I see. 

Mr. Straus. They are usually veterans that are already settled in 
there as a result of previous openings and know exactly what is 
needed. 

Senator Cuavez. IL see. 


PROVO RIVER PROJECT, UTAH 


Next we have the Provo River project, Utah. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The budget estimate was $2,748,000. The 
House committee made a reduction of $548,000, and with the applica- 
tion of the Taber amendment added $108,200 more. 

Senator Cuavez. You want restoration of $656,200? 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. What would be vour handicap if you did not get 
that much? 


SALT LAKE AQUEDUCT AND DUCHESNE TUNNEL 


Mr. Linewraver. The Provo River project is nearing completion 
and the restoration of the $656,200 will permit work to proceed in an 
orderly and efficient manner so that the two remaining features of the 
project can be completed as Soon as possible consistent with eood 
engineering practice. Part of the funds requested for restoration will 
be needed to complete the Salt Lake aqueduct, which supplies water 
to the metropolitan water district of Salt Lake City. The remaining 
funds requested for restoration will enable the construction of Du- 
chesne tunnel to continue at a rate which will complete this feature in 
fiscal vear 1953. | have a statement that [I will put in the record on 
that. 

Senator Cuavez. Fine. 

(The information is as follows: 


STATEMENT ON 1 Provo River PrRoJEct 


The restoration of the House red ion is requested in order that th 
for near completion of the Provo River project may be continued in 
feasible manner To delay completion of the now well-advanced program f 
this project will result in hardships to both the construetion contractors and the 
Government forces This will delay the full and efficient 1 F faci 
and will in all probability result in increased costs to the Government All but 
two of the project features, the Duchesne tunnel and the Salt Lake aqueduct 
will be completed by the end of fiscal vear 1951 and only a portion of the Duches 
tunnel was scheduled to be completed after fiscal vear 1952 Karly completion 
of this tunnel is especially desirable in that any delay in placing tunnel lit 
results in additional costs from rehabilitation work. 


f : 
eS 


use Of project 


No part of the present project plan contemplates continued service to the 
Geneva steel plant and no plans are currently made for any such future project 
development. The Geneva steel plant has no right for permanent participatio: 
of any sort in the Provo River project. Initially, as a war measure in considera- 
tion of the defense character of the steel plant, and in view of the incomplete 
construction of the aqueduct precluding use of its project water by the Salt Lake 
City metropolitan area, a temporary contract was executed by the Salt Lake 


metropolitan water district and the steel plant. That contract permits tl 
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plant to secure not in excess of 15,000 acre-feet annually, representing about 11 
percent of the project supply. The steel plant can secure that water only until 
it is needed by the metropolitan area, and a 1-year cancellation clause protects 
the city right. 

Current indications are that the city of Salt Lake will in a relatively short time 
require all the water allotted to it and the contract with the steel plant will be 
terminated. The steel plant is already proceeding energetically with the develop- 
ment of its own water-supply facilities and has developed wells which are capable 
of furnishing a water supply exceeding any prior-year steel production require- 
ments. 

Senator Cuavez. If you get the restoration plus what the House 
allowed it will permit you to proceed with that work so as to complete 
the project in 1953? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. The Duchesne tunnel will be com- 
pleted in 1953, and that is the main remaining feature. 

Senator Cuavez. | notice that the total authorization runs $30,960,- 
000 and you spent to date $26,974,000. You are asking for $2,748,000 
and you will probably need about $1,900,000 more? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Something like that which would be completion 
of the Duchesne tunnel and some other clean-up work on other 
facilities. 

Senator Cuavez. Could you finish the project if you are allowed 
what you request now plns allowing you the last of the authorization 
in 1953? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is the program; yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. What does the regional man say about it? 

Mr. Linewraver. According to the regional representation the 
entire project could be completed in 1953. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Senator CHavez. Now we have the Columbia Basin project next. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I will ask Mr. McPhail to bring the committee 
up to date on the power facilities at Grand Coulee Dam and then I 
will state briefly the irrigation development. 

Mr. McPuait. Mr. Chairman, with the funds available that we 
have requested for fiscal year 1952 we will complete the installation 
of all the units in the Grand Coulee, which will place a total of 18 units 
in operation by the end of the fiscal year. 

Senator Cuavez. The House cut you down $2,200,910. What is 
the situation there as far as carrying out your work the way it had been 
planned to carry it out? 

HOUSE ACTION 


Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, the original budget estimate was 
$27,900,000. The House committee cut off $900,000, and the reduc- 
tion on the floor by the Taber amendment was an additional $1,327,910 
making a total of $2,227,910. The greater part of this reduction would 
be applied against the irrigation features because the power facilities 
are just about being completed, as Mr. McPhail explained. 

Senator CuHavez. So you would have to carry out the power end of 
it in order to conclude that work? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. What effect would it have on the irrigation system 
if you had to take that money by a reduction and use it otherwise? 
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Mr. Lineweaver. By way of reference to that, Mr. Chairman, I 
may give you a little background. The main headworks for the irri- 
gation facilities have been completed. That is the balancing reser- 
voirs which include the north and south dams and the pumping plant, 
which is perhaps the largest that has yet been constructed. The first 
unit is now being tested and will be put into operation probably in 
June. The main canals leading from Grand Coulee Dam and the 
balancing reservoir down into the project area have been completed. 
We are now at the point where the smaller canals and the distribution 
systems to carry the water to the land remain to be constructed. 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


The program calls for the completion of irrigation distribution 
facilities—the lateral svstem—to serve 87,000 gross acres or 67,000 
net acres in 1952. By reason of the operation of the pumps and com- 
pletion of the headworks that will be possible under the schedule. 
This will be followed by an additional acreage of about 55,000 acres 
each year looking to the irrigation of about 400,000 acres by 1958. 
Any reduction in the budget estimate would naturally retard that 
program and delay putting to work the tremendous investment that 
the Federal Government has in the headworks from Grand Coulee 
Dam down toward the project land. 

Senator Cuavez. Of course there is going to be a big project. 

Mr. LinewEavenr. Yes, sir; the biggest irrigation project that we 
have. I would like to submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, certain 
statements with respect to that and call attention to one other feature. 

Senator Cuavez. That will go in the record. 

(The information is as follows: ) 


Start OF Pumpinac—Co.uumMBIA Basin PROJECT 


The first of the world’s biggest pumps is soon to be placed in service at the 
Grand Coulee pumping plant, starting Columbia River water on its long journey 
to irrigate Columbia Basin lands. The pump and its motors are now being put 
through a series of tests preparatory to being placed in regular service. The 
program calls for pumping to fill the equalizing reservoir at the head of the irriga- 
tion system this summer so that priming and testing of the canal system may be 
accomplished this fall in preparation for delivery of water in the spring of 1952. 

All the water which reaches the Columbia Basin through the main project 
system must be pumped at the Grand Coulee pumping plant. Each of the 
Grand Coulee pumps, of which there eventually will be 12, has a capacity of 1,350 
cubic feet of water per second, pumping through a lift of 310 feet. This is a flow 
of approximately 630,000 gallons per minute. Each pump is driven by an 
electric motor of 65,000-horsepower capacity. 

Six pumps have been delivered and are in varying stages of installation. The six 
motors to drive them are also on order, and installation is nearly complete on two 
of them. These six units will provide sufficient capacity to supply water to all 
Columbia Basin lands scheduled to be developed over the next 6 or 8 years. Space 
remains in the pumping plant for installation of six more units in the future, 
sufficient capacity to serve an ultimate development of approximately 1 million 
acres. 

CoLtumBIA Bastn Prosect, WASHINGTON 


The goals toward which we have been working in recent vears on the Columbia 
Basin project, briefly summarized, are: 
(a) Completion of presently authorized hydroelectric generating installa- 
tions in October 1951. 
(b) Completion of irrigation facilities to serve about 67,000 acres (87,000 
gross acres) of Columbia Basin lands in 1952, to be followed by facilities for 
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additional areas averaving about 55,000 acres in each year, looking to the 
irrigation of about 400,000 acres by 1958. 

The power program is rapidly approaching completion and is right on schedule. 
Number 16 of the 18 presently authorized generating units went on the line as 
scheduled last month. The remaining two units will be placed in service in July 
and October of this year. Henceforth, power will be of relatively minor impor- 
tance as far as the appropriation requirements of the Columbia Basin project are 
coneerned, as there will remain after fiscal vear 1952 only relatively minor com- 
pletion items in the two power plants and transforming and swite hing facilities, 
Completion of these power installations is of primary importance, 

The irrigation program is also on a very tight schedule and prospects are good 
for our meeting that schedule, given the necessary annual appropriations. The 
first of the world’s largest pumps in the Grand Coulee pumping plant is now under- 
going tests and soon will be in operation, filling the equalizing reservoir at the 
upper end of the irrigation system. This reservoir will be filled during the summer 
and in August water will be flowing down the canal system for testing purposes. 
We will deliver water to the first major area of Columbia Basin next spring. Also, 
in response to requests from several Columbia Basin project towns and cities the 
feasibility of furnishing municipal water supplies from the Columbia Basin project 
works is to be investigated and preconstruction work undertaken, including the 
preparation of designs if required, 

An extremely important point to be kept in mind in considering the Columbia 
Basin project is the huge investment in so-called primary irrigation works e@lready 
constructed, which required several years to build and had to be completed before 
water could be delivered to a single acre through the main project system. We 
are finally in position to start re nies the benefits of this long-range development. 
From this time on it is possible, through relatively small additional investment in 
money and materials, to develop large areas of presently nonproductive land, con- 
tributing substentially to the productive capacity of the Pacific Northwest. The 
efficient utilization of the primary works already constructed, with capacity to 
serve the entire project, requires the extension of the distribution facilities to 
serve substantial acreages in the early vears of operation. We heve scheduled the 
development of slightly more than 200,000 acres by 1955. whieh is considered 
minimum for efficient self-supporting operation over any long period. Any lesser 
program would entail exce sive _O} er etion end mi: in tenence costs per ecre irri- 
gated. Restoration of the $2,227,910 recuction mecde by the House in the budget 
estimate is needed for the maintenance of scheduled progress on the Columbia 
Basin development. 


STUDY OF MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER REQUIREMENTS 


Mr. Lineweaver. | would like to call attention in one respect to 
the Columbia Basin project which indicates the need for attention to 
the related municipal and industrial water situation of existing and 
contemplated urban areas of the Columbia Basin project. It is 
especially important that determinations be made as to the relation- 
ship of these water requirements to the Columbia Basin ee. It is 
proposed to look into those matters during the year with small 
amounts of this appropri: ition so that we may have the nharcsatien to 
submit to the Congress in the future as to just what should be done 
with respect to these phases of it. 

Senator Cuavez. How far advanced are you in that investigation? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Very little has been done with that, Mr. Chair- 
man, because the water has not been down in that area vet. 

Senator CHavez. | see. 

Mr. Lineweaver. When the irrigation water comes down there the 
anticipation is that the small villages and hamlets in this area will 
expand as the 400,000 acres that is immediately contemplated for 
settlement are taken up. That will result in these villages or towns 
being confronted by a very serious problem with respect to municipal 
water. This does not contemplate water for the settlers’ farms be- 
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cause that is not authorized by the act. The question of whether or 
not municipal water would be supplied is a matter that we would have 
to report to Congress when we have the facts and have the determinat 
tion made then. 

Senator Cuavez. That will be dependent upon your investigation 
as to whether you have the water to supply? 

Mr. LinEweaver. Yes, sir; and what arrangements could be made. 

Senator CHavez. Have you any authority now to supply under the 
act itself, to supply municipalities? 

Mr. Linewekaver. That is a question, Mr. Chairman, that would 
also be looked into. 

Senator Cuavez. I see. 


STUDY OF COLUMBIA BASIN BY FRANK BANKS 


Mr. Lineweaver. There is one other statement with respect to 
the Columbia Basin that | would like to touch on, and that is the 
matter in connection with the studies with reference to control and 
liaison work being undertaken by Mr. Frank Banks, the former head 
of the Columbia Basin project, who is known world-wide for his 
engineering ability as the builder of Grand Coulee Dam. He has 
undertaken certain work there with respect to the control of the 
Columbia River, of which Grand Coulee Dam is the key structure 
We are just making that as a matter of record because of the relation- 
ship of this work of Mr. Banks to the operations of Grand Coulee 
Dam and the Columbia Basin project. The amounts to be used in 
both of these instances. wil! be small, less than a total of $100,000 

Senator Cuavez. Now I notice by the justification sheet here that 
the program in 1952 mentions $2,000,000 of unobligated balance 

Mr. Linkweaver. Mr. Golzé will make the explanation of that 

Mr. Gouzt. Mr. Chairman, that unobligated balance was estimated 
at the time the budget estimate was prepared last fall. The estimate 
of the project based on the close of the work as of April 30 ts that 
there will be no unobligated balance as of June 30. 

Senator Cuavez. You will use that money? 

Mr. Gouzé. That is correct 

Senator CHavez. Between the time vou presented vour budget re 
quest and the end of April? 

Mr. Gouzt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Is there anything further on the Columbia Basin, 
Mr. Lineweaver? 

Mr. Linewraver. That completes it with the information we ar¢ 
inserting in the record. 


YAKIMA PROJECT, ROZA DIVISION, WASHINGTON 


Senator Cuavez. We have the Yakima-Roza division next? 

Mr. Linewraver. On the Yakima project, Roza division, a small 
amount of work remaining as it is nearing completion. 

Senator CHavez. You want $2,390 restored? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. That is principally for the carrving 
out of the drainage program. 

Senator Cuavez. It will be completed with the $48,660? 
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Mr. Lineweaver. There will be a little more work on the drain- 
age system, about $73,000. Work on the power plant has been 
postponed; deferred. 


WYOMING-EDEN PROJECT, WYOMING 


Senator CHavez. Now we have Wyoming, the Eden project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. We are asking for the restoration there of 
$193,450, $100,000 of which was reduced by the House committee 
and an additional $93,450 by the application of the Taber amendment. 
This project is going ahead and these funds are necessary to carry out 
an orderly program established by the President’s budget. The 
project consists of extensive repair and improvements to an existing 
irrigation system serving approximately 9,000 acres, as well as con- 
struction of some new works which will serve an additional 11 ,000 
acres. When finished an uninterrupted supply of irrigation water 
will be assured to all lands within the project area. It is contem- 
plated that the completion of the project in 1955 will result, although 
the major part of the work is to be done in 1953. The first water will 
be delivered from the project in 1953 to about 5,000 acres. 

Senator Cuavez. If you are allowed the budget figures by the 
Congress, you have had about half the money authorized? Where is 
the Eden project in Wyoming? 

Mr. Lineweaver. About 40 miles north of Rock Springs, Mr. 
Chairman; it’s at a very high altitude, about 6,000 or 7,000 feet. 


KENDRICK PROJECT, WYOMING | 

Senator Cuavez. Next we have the Kendrick project. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The Kendrick unit; I will ask Mr. McPhail to 
discuss the power features which represent the greater part ‘of the 
amount of the request, which was reduced $325,000 in the House 
committee and the application of the Taber amendment added 
$110,660, making a total of $435,660 which we are asking to be 
restored. 

Mr. McPuait. Mr. Chairman, we ask for the restoration of the 
$435,660 in order to permit the initiation of construction on the 
Aleova plant in the fiscal year 1952 in accordance with the program 
established in the President’s budget so as to make 36,000 kilowatts 
of generating capacity available in fiscal year 1954. 

The Alcova power plant is urgently required to help alleviate a 
serious power shortage in Colorado and Wyoming. 

The schedule presented to you develops the Alcova plant in the 
fastest economic time. The reduction in the estimate would delay 
this construction work and probably extend it into another construc- 
tion year. This would not only increase the administrative costs but 
would result in loss of revenues to the United States and delay the 
delivery of power in the area that needs it very badly. 

Senator Cuavez. Are there any distributing systems contemplated 
under the plan you have now? 

Mr. McPuat. We have practically all of the transmission lines in 
operation or in construction that will be required to deliver this power. 
The Aleova Dam is already in existence. This simply involves in- 
stalling the power plant at the dam. 
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Senator Cuavez. I see in the next item the figure of $144,000. 

Mr. Linewreaver. May I add to Mr. McPhail’s statement that 
about $150,000 is included in the budget estimate for irrigation 
facilities and that $250,000 for drainage. 


RIVERTON PROJECT, WYOMING 


Senator CHavez. The next item I notice is the Riverton project and 
you are short $144,260 from the budget estimate. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. We are asking for the restoration of 
that entire amount, and at the same time, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to include in the record a statement furnished us by the regional 
director within the last 2 days with respect to the drainage problem 
developed on the Riverton project and on the new lands that have 
been brought under irrigation within the last 2 years, or since the close 
of World War II. 


(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


RIVERTON PROJECT 


The Riverton project in Fremont County, Wyo., has, for many years, been 
faced with a difficult drainage and water-control problem. During the past vear, 
as a result of reclassification of the older lands of the project, the extent of the 
damage has been found to be so serious and the probability of similar problems 
developing on the new lands so great that we feel the facts should be presented 
to this committee. There are about 11,200 acres now affected by waterlogging, 
high water table, or accumulation of salts and alkalies on the Riverton project. 
Most of these land losses have occurred on older portions of the project which 
have been irrigated for a number of years. However, the newly opened land is 
being affected at an alarming rate and we have a number of instances of water- 
logging occurring after only 1 or 2 years of operation. 

There are two sources of the water which is causing the damage—leakage from 
the canal and lateral system and excessive water application on the farm. There 
are three possible approaches to the control problem—canal and lateral lining, 
improved irrigation practices, and construction of an adequate drainage system. 
It is doubtful that the problem can be solved without using all three approaches, 
since there are a number of complicating factors on the Riverton project which 
generally are not encountered to the same extent on other projects. 

The canal and lateral system, for example, in many cases passes through sand- 
stones or shales, which are usually considered relatively impermeable to water 
movement and generally do not contribute to the waterlogging of lands under 
them. On the Riverton project, however, the sandstones are soft, frequently 
lose their structure when wet, and are a serious contributor to the waterlogging 
of lands under the canals. The shales are bedded and fractured and permit 
excessive water movement which may cause waterlogging adjacent to the canal 
or may come to the surface a mile or more away from the contributing canal or 
lateral. There are extensive reaches of canals and laterais which pass through 
very permeable sand and gravel. Consequently, the seepage rate is high. Much 
of the lower lying farm land is soil of low permeability or is shallow to shale 
which is inducive to accumulation of water in the topsoil. Further complicating 
the problem is the presence of considerable quantities of sodium in the soil. The 
percolating water, either from the canal or from irrigation applications, dissolves 
this sodium and earries it along until its movement is restricted; then releases 
the sodium as a result of evaporation, transpiration, or base exchange in the soil. 
This accumulation of sodium further restricts the permeability of the soil so that 
there is a constantly increasing area of land which cannot effectively be reclaimed 
by drainage. 

Since the problems of performing and financing remedial measures are different 
on the Midvale district and on the third division the specific problems which must 
be faced and the steps being taken to protect or restore affected lands are presented 
separately. 
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MIDVALE DISTRICT 


The Midvale district, which includes the first and second divisions of the Riverton 
project, contains 18,628 acres of irrigable land. Eleven thousand acres of this 
land is suffering from a damagingly high-water table, from waterlogging, or from 
accumulation of salts and alkalies. These 11,000 acres inelude 4,500 acres of land 
showing impaired crop production, 4,000 acres of land which are temporarily non- 
productive, and 2,509 acres of land which are considered permanently nonproduc- 
tive. 

The Bureau of Reelamation, in its attempts to prevent waterlogging had, up to 
1948, constructed 122 miles of drains in the Midvale district. Since that time, and 
particularly with the approval of Public Law 335, Eighty-first Congress, consider- 
ably more emphasis has been placed on lining of canals and laterals. Better irri- 
gation practices, too, have been emphasized and an assistant county agent now 
devotes his entire time to the improvement of agricultural practices on the River- 
ton project. The Bureau, since 1948, has constructed 12.4 miles of drain and 
installed 16.4 miles of canal and lateral lining in the Midvale district. Possibly of 
equal importance is the initiation of a program of investigations to determine the 
location of lands which can effectively be protected and to locate areas where the 
water table is getting dangerously high. Proposed for the future is the construe - 
tion of 40 miles of drains and the installation of 39 miles of canal and lateral lining. 

Most of this work can be completed under the rehabilitation and betterment 
program with funds already authorized. A nominal increase may be necessary 
by fiscal vear 1954 to complete the proposed work and to provide adequate 
protection for the affected lands. 


THIRD DIVISION 


The same problems of drainage and sodium which plague the Midvale district 
are developing at an extremely serious rate on the third division. Of approxi- 
mately 5,000 acres first irrigated in 1950, 178 acres are Suspended in 1951 because 
of waterlogging and a much larger area shows indications of a high water table. 
tine on the Midvale district indicates that unless prompt and effective 
protection or relief is provided an extensive area of land on the third division will 
be forced out of produc tion. 

During priming oper rations of part of the Wyoming canal (North Pavillion area 
in 1949, considerable seepage was immediately evident. A little over 3 miles of 
asphalt membrane lining was constructed in the spring of 1950 prior to irrigation 
The lining affords protection to the land for some distance below the canal. 
During the 1950 irrigation season several areas of waterlogged land showed up 
farther from the canal as well as adjacent to unlined portions of the canal. Need 
for drains, lateral lining, and additional canal lining is readily apparent. Priming 
operations and SS ain tests on other portions of the Wyoming canal (North 
Portal area) disclosed high seepage rates in a considerable portion of the canal. 
Kight and one-half miles of asphalt membrane lining was constructed this spring 
(1951) prior to irrigation. Additional canal lining, considerable lateral lining 
and numerous drains will be required to protect this area. 

The original estimate for drainage on the third division was approximately 
$1,000,000 with no provision whatever for canal or lateral lining. On the basis 
of our experience on the Midvale district and the rate of development of seepage 
and drainage problems on the third division, a substantial increase is indicated 
in the estimate of funds required for drainage and canal and lateral lining, with 
a much larger portion of the funds being needed for investigations than was 
originally intended. 

\t the present time no realistic estimate can be made of the increased funds 
which will be required. Presently authorized funds will be reprogramed to 
provice protection for those lands now being aff ected but we feel that this com- 
irittee should be informed of the eventual requirement for additional funds. 

The program of investigations which has heen initiated on the third division 
is geared to construction of drains or lining as soon as possible after the need is 
indicated. In many cases the need for lining can be anticipated in advance of 


] 


construction of canals and erals. 
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To date, approximately $85,000 has been spent on third division drains, prin- 
cipally investigations, and approximately $440,000 has 
division canal lining. 

Solution of the serious sodium, drainage, pee water-control proble ins require S 
a broad approach. Experience on the Midvate district has shown that certain 
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these lands are difficult or impossible to drain effectively. Similar lands on the 
new portion of the project will be delineated by the newer techniques of land 
classification now available and lands which can effectively be protected or re 
stored by canal or lateral lining or by drainage will be given this protection 

The fiscal year 1952 program can be made to provide approximately $1,000,000 
for lining of parts of the Wyoming canal and lateral system, and approximately 
$75,000 for drainage investigations and construction. 

The program which has been outlined is as follows: 

(1) Elimination of those lands which, by accumulation of sodium, are suscep- 
tible to permanent waterlogging or to toxic accumulations of other salts, or alkalies 
This will be accomplished by means of a review of the present land classification 
in the light of experience on the Midvale district and improved techniques 
the determination of sodium. 

Extension of canal and lateral lining to include additional stretches which 
contribute materially to the waterlogging of lands lving under them. 

(3) Extension of the drainage program to provide for the removal of excess 
water wherever drains are determined to be needed. 

1) Continuation of the educational and water users assistance progran 
carried out b¥ the assistant county agent, local county agent, Bureau of Reclama 
tion, and by agencies of the Department of Agriculture. The educational pro- 
grain will be directed toward more emphasis on efficient application and use of 
water 


5) Continuation and extension of the research program currently being carried 
on cooperatively with the University of Wyoming and the United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture through the Riverton development farm 

(6) Continued consideration of the need for legislation to protect veterans 
whose lands become permanently waterlogged as a result of sodium accumulation 
by permitting them to transfer to new units or by amending present farm units 
to include more irrigable land. 

Mr. Lineweaver. We think that should be in the record, because 
it may require some reprograming of the appropriation in order to take 
care of the serious drainage problem through lining the canals and 
laterals and other work. 


UNOBLIGATED FUNDS 


Senator CHavez. I notice you have some unobligated money there. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cravez. It is $590,000. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That estimate of the unobligated balance was 
made up last winter and the amount now ts increased to $647,000 

Senator CHavez. Could vou not use that money over here to take 
‘are of the amount that the House cut? 

Mr. Linewraver. In consideration of the program and the neces- 
sity for taking care of this drainage problem which has developed, the 
regional director feels, and we endorse that position, that the entire 
amount would be required to carry on an orderly program. 

Senator CHavez. Senator Ellender, we are on the Riverton project 
in Wyoming. The House reduced the budget appropriation by 
$144,260, but I notice down below in item 17 they had an unobligated 
balance of $594,000. That is when they made the request last fall. 
Now it has gone up beyond $600,000. I am asking the witness why 
not make up that cut. That is the explanation Mr. Lineweaver has 
give n. 

You feel you need the unobligated balance and the restoration of 
the $144,260? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir, even at that it slows down the program 
as originally laid out, Mr. Chairman, because we had planned the 
more rapid development of the new lands on the Riverton project 
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which is all public land and all that we have opened since World War 
II has been settled by veterans who obviously have preference. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of this project still remains to be 
completed? 

Mr. Lineweaver. The total acreage of the project is 94,000 acres 
and 62,000 acres are now under trrigation. hat leaves about 
30,000 yet to be brought under irrigation. 

Senator ELLENDER. I| recall when Senator O’Mahoney had asked 
why it was you did not complete this Riverton project. How much 
more is required to complete it? What is indicated between the total 
estimated cost and what has been appropriated and what we are now 
appropriating? 

Mr. LinewraAver. Yes; I remember his inquiry and the figures 
will be inserted in the record. , 

(The information is as follows:) 


RIverRTON Prosect, WYOMING 


The presently estimated cost of the Riverton project is $24,215,000. The 
Bureau’s request of the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal vear 1952 as shown by the 
tabulation asked for by the committee, was $3,716,710. The budget estimate is 
$1,000,000. Should the full amount be allowed, $4,524,505 would be required to 
complete the Riverton project under current estimates. This amount may be 
increased by the requirements to meet the drainage problems mentioned. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. In other words, those are your most recent 
figures as to the cost of the entire development? 

Mr. Lineweaver. According to the current estimate it would take 
$4,524,505 to complete it, after the fiscal year 1952, assuming that the 
$1,000,000 is provided. 


REASON FOR UNOBLIGATED BALANCE 


Senator CuHAvez. I want to follow further the matter of the un- 
obligated balance, in order to get it in my mind as to the method you 
use. Why is there an unobligated balance? 

Mr. Gouzé. Mr. Chairman, an obligation is defined as a legal com- 
mitment for the expenditure of Government funds. It can only be 
classed in our accounts as an obligation at the time a contract is exe- 
cuted for the construction of work or for other commitments, such as 
for the purchase of a right-of-way or for the purchase of equipment, 
such as generators. If the money is not obligated fully on schedule, 
it is because there has been some delay in the award of contracts, or 
in the making of other legal commitments. If we do not hit our 
schedule for the award of these contracts, which is where most of our 
money goes, the money does not become obligated in our accounts, and 
we report it as an unobligated balance. 

Senator CHavez. What kind of a handicap would you have if, 
instead of asking the restoration, or, say, an amount of money in 
all of the items equal to $590,000, why can you not use the unobligated 
balance to make a showing you want to reduce the appropriation and 
come and get the money you need after’ you make the obligation? 
Why can you not do that? 

Mr. Gouzé. Mr. Chairman, the $590,000 on this particular project, 
the Riverton project, will be required for the performance of the work 
for which it was appropriated for this particular fiscal year. There 
has been some delay in getting out the legal papers that would tie 


n 
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that money up. We still expect we will be able to accomplish the 
work, even if it is done in the next fiscal year 

Senator CHavez. You only have 6 weeks more in order to get that 
money. I have never seen a department come before the Congress 
and tell them that they are going to return some of that money to the 
general fund. 

Mr. Gouzé. We have turned in unused money. 

Senator CHavez. When? 

Mr. Gouzt. We turned in $1,000,000 on Anderson Ranch during 
the past year. 

Senator Cuavez. I cannot see the difference, not using the money 
they already have, and coming over here and saying, “‘All right, we 
could not use it, so we will use it for this purpose, but we will ask you to 
reduce that amount of the appropriation.” 

Senator ELLeENpER. If you reappropriate, you would have to go 
through the Budget Bureau. Maybe they would not allow you 
enonee | to cover that unobligated balance. That may be the trouble. 

Mr. Srraus. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, the Congress appropriates these con- 
struc tion funds to stand until used for the authorized purpose, and no 
other purpose. We schedule each year as to how much we think that 
we can properly and economically use. At any particular date we 
might admit our wishes might be off schedule and not have the obliga- 
tion contracted for in the way of construction contracts. Then it 
shows on our accounts as an unobligated balance. Those funds will 
still be used for the purpose that they are appropriated for and will be 
obligated as soon as we can get the proper type of bids. They are still 
in our program and we must carry through with those funds and use 
them for no other purpose. That is what will be done with that 
unobligated balance. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does not the weather have the effect of retard- 
ing much of the work? You cannot spend all the money within the 
time allotted? 

Mr. Srravus. That is entirely correct. We do run into weather 
problems all the time. We try to show consideration for those weather 
problems when we set up our schedu'es. We allow for our normal 
weather, but we are not always right. The contractor frequently 
cannot operate if he has a flood going on or it is 45° below zero, such 
as it gets at Hungry Horse in Montana. Of course, weather affects 
earnings, not obligations, on existing contracts. 

Senator ELLeNDER. As I remember during these hearings we had 
an example where you had contemplated starting the job in May, 
but instead you started in April, so you spent a good deal more money 
than you would ordinarily have spent. 

Mr. Srravus. That is right. We could do that. In that case, this 
year in Hungry Horse we had fixed a schedule and we could not have 
done it last year. This winter it was just 45° below zero there. It 
is very poor weather to pour concrete. We try to compensate for 
that in our forecasts, and we do not always get it right. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, may I request at this point, in 
view of the fact that the question is raised with respect to the un- 
obligated balance, that we be permitted to insert in the record a cur- 
rent statement as of April 30, of the presently estimated unobligated 
balance as of June 30, 1951, together with an explanation, for the 
information of the committee? 
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Senator Cuavez. Certainly. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


OBLIGATION OF FuNpbs AGaInst ConTRACT EARNINGS 


All major construction of the Bureau is performed by contract with private 
construction firms or individuals on a competitive bidding basis. These con- 
tracts are usually of a standard form on a lump-sum or fixed-unit-price basis, 
and call for payments to be made to the contractor during the progress of the 
work on the basis of engineers’ estimates of work completed at intervals stated 
in the contract. 

Large contracts may extend over a period of several fiscal years and payments 
to the contractor for work in future fiscal vears, as differentiated from the eur- 
rent year in which the contract is awarded are contingent on the appropriation 
of the necessary funds by the Congress. Conditions to this effect are made a 
part of the contract terms. 

Since the legal liability of the Government for payment to the contractor is 
limited to the funds made available at the time of award, the obligation estab- 
lished by the Bureau in its accounts is based on the funds available during each 
fiscal vear, and not gn the face or total value of the contract as would be the 
ease With short-term contracts or contracts which did not contain such limiting 


payment terms. The effect of this procedure is to require appropriations from 
Congress for each fiseal year for only a portion of the total contract which it is 
estimated will be performed within that vear.  It.is essential that funds requested 


to be appropriated each vear are at least sufficient to meet all estimated earnings 
during the budget year in order to avoid slow-downs or the cancellation of 
contracts due to lack of funds with which to meet payments due. 

It is the practice of the Bureau to obligate funds for each contract to the full 
extent of the appropriation, after administrative determination of the amount 
available in relation to all of the project fund requirements. In many cases, due 
to delavs of the contractor or changes in construction schedules, the total amount 
obligated will exceed the amount earned by the end of the fiscal vear. These 
“unliquidated” obligations in the accounts of the Bureau on June 30 of each 
vear therefore represent firm obligations of funds that are required to pay con- 
tractors, but on which payment is not vet due. If made available for any other 
purpose, it would be necessary for additional appropriations to be made or the 
work under the contract terminated. Because of the large volume of contract 
work performed for the Bureau, under large numbers of individual contracts, 


the aggregate of these obligated amounts constitutes the major portion of the 


unexpended funds at the end of each fiscal year, in addition to such funds as 
may be both unexpended and unobligated at the end of each vear. 
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Estimated unobliqated construction and rehabilitation funds at 
June 30, 1951} 
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TABLE 2.—Estimated unobligated construction and rehabilitation funds at June 30, 


Phase and unit or division 


PHASE A 


Angostura unit, Chevenne divi- 
sion 

Bixby unit, Moreau division 

Bostwick division 

Boysen nnit, Bovsen division 

Cannonball unit, Cannonball 
division 

Canyon Ferrv unit, Helena-Great 
Falls division 


Cartwright unit, Yellowstone | 
division | 
Cedar Bluff unit, Smoky Hill 
division. 

Crow Creek unit, Three Forks 


division 

Dickinson unit, Heart division 

Frenchman-Cambridge division 

Fort Clark unit, North Dakota 
pumping divis.on 

Glendo unit, Oregon Trail divi- 
Sion 

Heart Butte unit, Heart division 

Jamestown unit, Missouri-Souris 
division 

Keyhole unit. Cheyenne division 

Kortes unit, Oregon Trail division 

Lower Maras unit, Marias divi- 
sion 

Missouri-Diversion unit, Missouri 
Souris division 

Narrows unit, South Platte divi- 
sion 

N-Bar-N, Montana pumping divi- 
sion 

Ow] Creek unit, Big Horn Basin 
division 

Sadie Flat unit, Yellowstone divi 
sion 

St. Francis anit, Upper Repub- 
liean division 

Savage unit, Yellowstone division 

Shadehill unit, Grand division 

Sidney unit, Yellowstone division 

Transmission division 

Yellowtail unit, Lower Big Horn 
division 


Subtotal 
PHASE B 


Big Horn No 
Basin division 


2 unit, Big Horn 


Big Horn No. 3 umt, Big Horn 


Basin division 
Bluff unit, Big Horn Basin divi- 


sion 


Appropriations Act, 1951, 


? 


163 


O45 


425, 


99") 


140, 


100, 


250 


Estimate as of 
Apr. 30, 1951 


$0 
134 


. 453 





, 000 
ono 
000 


. 000 


34, 000 


600, 
300, 


250, 


550, 


0 
000 


aon 


too 
000 


. ONO 


0 | 


600 


34, COO | 
|| Nickwall unit, Montana Pump- 
, O00 | 


, 000 | 


1951, Missouri River Basin ! 


Phase and unit or division 


PHASE B—continued 
Charley Creek nnit, 
Pumping division | 
Colgate unit, Yellowstone divi- 
sion 
Crosby-Vohall 
So ris division 
Devils Lake unit, Missouri-Souris} 
division | 


Montana 
| 


unit, Missouri-| 


| Fast Bench unit, Jefferson divi-| 
sion | 
| Elm Coulee unit, Yellowstone} 
division | 


Farwell unit, Middle Loup divi-| 
S10 | 
Hancock Flats unit, North Da- 
kota Pumping division | 
Hanover unit, Big Horn Basin! 
division 
Hardin unit, Lower Big Horn 
division | 
Helena Valley unit, Helena-Great} 
Falls | 
Kaycee unit, Powder division | 
Kirwin unit, Solomon division | 
Lower North Loup unit, Colum-| 
bus division 
Marsh unit, Yellowstone division 
Moorhead anit, Powder division 


ing division 


|} Oahe nnit, James division 


, 000 |} 
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, 000 | 


0, 000 
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090 | 
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Painted Woods unit, North Da- 
kota Pumping division 

Paintrock unit, Big Horn Basin 
division 

Pine Ridge unit, White division 

Pimevy unit, Powder division 

Ranid Valley unit, Cheyenne 
division 


| Sargent unit, Middle Loup divi 


| Shoshone 


sion | 
Seven sisters unit, Yellowstone 
division 


|| Shell Creek unit, Big Horn Basin 


division | 
Extension 
Horn Basia division | 
Square Butte unit, North Dakota 
Pumoing division | 
Stipek unit, Yellowstone division 


unit, Big | 


Subtotal 
Phases C and D 
Participating agencies 


Total ! 


$10 
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29, 


98 


24 


97, 


14. 


114, 


' Includes $1,208,000 reserves withheld independently of the economy rider (sec. 1214) of the General 
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| Estimate as of 
Apr. 30, 1951 
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Mr. Lineweaver. That is, together with an explanation of what 


is an unobligated balance, and the workings of the proposition. 


SHOSHONE PROJECT, WYOMING 


Senator Cuavez. In the Shoshone project you have a reduction of 
$14,130. 
Mr. LinewraAver. We are asking for the restoration of that, Mr. 
Chairman, so that the program for 1952 can be carried on as planned. 
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It consists of the continuation of construction and lateral lining, bank 
and structure protection, and lateral and drainage-system extension 
on the Heart Mountain Division. That is another public-land de- 
velopment opened since World War II and is wholly settled by vet- 
erans. 

Senator CuHavez. You are pretty well advanced? 

Mr. LinEweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of that project have you completed? 
I notice the estimated cost is a little over $2,000,000 than has actually 
been appropriated. What else is there to be done there? Is it to 
complete your canal system? 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. Yes, sir; some extensions of the Heart Mountain 
Division, drainage, and some lateral construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. I remember going through to Cody and pipes 
were in use there to carry water to irrigate. Is that the kind of work 
you do? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Most of the Heart Mountain work is open 
ditches. 

Senator ELLENDER. I noticed there were large pipes there. 

Mr. Lineweaver. There may be some pipe laterals there, but very 
little. There is a big siphon across the Shoshone River. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you siphon the water or dig these laterals 
on a man’s property, how does the money come back to the Govern- 
ment? Is it figured in the total cost? 

Mr. LInEWEAVER. Yes, sir; where we do the construction work it 
is included in the construction cost. This was a public land project. 
The repayment contract is now being worked out with the settlers. 

In regard to public land projects the law does not require a repay- 
ment contract in advance of construction, as it does on projects where 
land is in private ownership. 


REPAYMENT OF PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. How is the money obtained for the project? 
That is, for the amortization of it? 

Mr. Lineweaver. When the repayment contract is entered into, 
and ~_ project is completed, then the repayment begins. 

Mr. Srraus. After the land is settled, the public land, by the vet- 
erans, they organize an irrigation district and enter into a repayment 
contract. Then they make full repayment over a period of years. 

Senator ELtenper. Let us take a project like Riverton or Shoshone. 
You say in the Riverton project you contemplate for the future 
ninety-thousand-some-odd acres and sixty-thousand-some-odd, now. 
In estimating returns to the Government, do you figure on an acreage 
base that will be similar in all parts of the area covered, or is there a 
scale of costs? 

Mr. Straus. There are two ways of approaching it. One is a flat 
acreage haces, so much per acre, repayable annually. 

Senator ELLENDER. Irrespective of the location of that land in the 
area? 

Mr. Straus. That is a flat charge that has been generally prevailing. 
Our own position is—and it has been for sometime—that there should 
be a variable repayment scale; that is, based on the quality of the 
land—its productive capacity. 
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Senator ELLeNpDER. That was the next question. Certainly, if 
you make it even all around, the fellow who has the good land and all 
the water he needs, he can repay much quicker than the fellow over 
here who is not so well situated. 

Mr. Linewraver. That is one of the difficulties of the repayment 
negotiations— the fact that you have varying qualities of land within 
an irrigation entity with which we have to make a contract. Un- 
fortunately the owner of the good land in so many cases feels that 
he should not pay any more than the man who owns the poor land. 
We have to try to work out those problems. That is one of the very 
serious problems of our negotiations in regard to the repayment of 
construction costs. 

Senator ELtenper. Do you usually complete those scales of pay- 
ment before vou start the project? 

Mr. Linewraver. On all except public land projects. In public 
land projects what we call the public notice, which we issue for water 
rentals, and in the settlement, we do have to estimate what the cost 
of the project will be to the settler. 

Senator Exutenper. Is there anything in the law to prevent vou 
from apportioning the costs in such a way that the fellow who gets 
the best service, better land, and more water, will pay more toward 
the payment or amortization of the project than the fellow who has 
less desirable land? 

Mr. Lineweaver. We have recommended that the variable repay- 
ment plan be written into the law. We had hoped that it could be 
done, and it has been done in some special instances by special act. 

Senator ELLENDrER. I can see the reason for that. 

Mr. Srraus. But as a general rule the flat charge prevails, very 
much to the detriment of the project in a good many instances. 

We should report, Senator Ellender, that the irrigation districts, 
conservation districts, when pe are formed after it ceases to be sitio 
land, they assume the total obligation of repaving to the Federal 
Government. They are set up under a variety of laws. They in some 
States do provide for this differentiation that you point out. They 
also provide in some States—and in Senator Chavez's State, for con- 
tributions for the repayment from the municipalities and in other 
instances, in the State, in which they are very real beneficiaries, if 
indirect beneficiaries, of the water. 

Senator ELLENDER. The reason I ask these questions is that in 
coing through these areas I got the notion that quite a few of the 
farmers were not satisfied with what they had in proportion to what 


the other fellow received. I wondered why they do not pay in pro- 
portion to benefits re yrere That would be the best way to ie it. 
As you point out, if it is left to the administrators, | can see the 


trouble you are going to get into. You have a yardstick spelled out 
in the law that you can refer them to and there may be not so much 
politics involved. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The district boards make the assessments. 
Under the law, we are required to negotiate a contract and have a 
contract executed by an irrigation district in a community develop- 
ment with joint liability. Not for twenty-odd years have there 
been contracts with individual water users. 

Senator ELLENDER. So the district itself is responsible, instead 
the individual? 
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Myr. Lineweaver. Yes: under the various State laws 
Senator CHavez. They do the collecting. 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTING PROJECTS 


Senator CHavez. Now we will pass over the Missouri River Basin 
project. | wish you would devote your time to the item of “Re- 
habilitation and betterment of existing projects.’ 

Mr. Linsewkaver. Mr. Chairman, the committee of the House 
reduced the,budget estimate of $3,900,000 by $900,000 and the opera- 
tion of the Taber amendment re ean to $147,550 more, a total of 


$1,047,550, leaving an amount as mania by the House of $2,850,450 
We are asking for the restoration of $1,047,550. 
Senator CHavez. Do you have the justification for that? 
Mir. Linewraver. [have astatement for the record, Mir. Chairman. 
(The statement referred to is as follows: 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT OF EXISTIN 


\ series of surveys made in 1947-48 clearly portraved the 
on many Bureau projects and with it came the realization 
were to continue on a profitable basis, allowing them t: 
States for obligations incurred, action would have to be taken 
gation facilities to a good operating conditio: 

Before rehabilitation or betterment activities are initiated, pr 
ment must be completed in accordance with the authorizing 
ment negotiations are continuing and a total reimbursement 
$21,500,000 is currently assured under 15 contracts 

The appropriation of 43,000,000 made bv the ( OnYLTesSs for 
program now in progress has been allotted as follows 


$54,000 held in reserve will 
the last arter of the fi 
Che continuation « the rehabilitation and betterment f operating pro) 
ESSE lial tO conserve and beneficially use the water resources available to op 
projects, and to efficiently distribute the water to the lands The Bure 
vitally interested in restoring these projects, both te teet the Fedreal 
ment and to insure maximum production of food and fiber so necessary 
f national emergency Q)r some mu | irpose projec 
Platte and Riverton projects, where canals and similas 
for power and irrigation, the pro 
by this program. 
ng 1952 the rehabilitation and betterm«e 
1 . continued This will incl 
and the Improvement of fae 


\ statement of tl 


ear 1952, $950,000 
his amount, S254.368 il De expender 
S206 000 . 
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$489,632 will be expended on construction of 10 miles of lateral lining, 4 miles of 
pipe lines, and rehabilitation of miscellaneous lateral structures. 

It might be advantageous to state that the Salt River Valley Water Users’ 
Association contracted with the Government for the rehabilitation and better- 
ment of the Salt River project about a year ago. While the financing of the work 
is accomplished with appropriated funds, the contract between the Bureau and 
the water users, under applicable provisions of Public Law 335, 81st Congress, 
first session, provides for delegation of much of the design work to the water users 
association and for most of the actual construction work, including necessary 
surveys, to be performed by the association’s forces. The Bureau has one man, 
a resident engineer, on the project to administer the contract. * 

Following a recent inspection of the rehabilitation and betterment work on the 
Salt River project by a representative of the Chief Engineer’s office, it was 
reported that the water users’ association is getting more, under the present 
arrangement, for the money expended, than they could possibly have gotten if 
the rehabilitation work had been done under a conventional contract with a con- 
struction contractor who would have had to gear his construction activities to the 
practically continuous operation of the canal and lateral system. 


Yuma project, Arizona 

Program for fiscal vear 1952, $325,000. 

Work during this year will include replacement of 90 timber lateral and farm 
turnouts, 32 timber checks with left gates, 9 timber checks with radial gates, and 
17 timber bridges ($256,000) and remodeling and installing 4 new pumps in the 
Boundary Pumping Plant ($69,000). 


Grand Valley project, Colorado 
Program for fiseal year 1952, $256,262. 
This sum will be required for the replacement of flumes and siphons. 


Milk River project, Montana 

Program for fiseal vear 1952, $125,000. 

The work scheduled for this project consists of many small items including re- 
location of the St. Mary’s Canal, repairs and replacements to the structures and 
canals on the Malta and Glasgow Division, and drainage work on the Glasgow 
Division. 

Sun River project, Montana 

Program for fiscal vear 1952, $25,000. 

This amount will be required to continue the construction of main and lateral 
drains on the Fort Shaw Division of the project. 


North Platte project, Wyoming-Nebraska 

Program for fiseal year 1952, $340,500. 

This amount is requested to complete the first phase of rehabilitation on Path- 
finder Dam and to continue work on extensive canal and lateral systems. 


Rio Grande project, Texas 

Program for fiscal year 1952, $850,000. 

This amount is intended for the replacement of wooden checks, turnouts, bridges, 
and other wood structures that have been in operation for many years, and must 
be replaced with concrete structures. Also included will be installation of measur- 
ing devices that were omitted when the irrigation facilities were constructed; 
purchase of rights-of-way for the relecation of some laterals, canals, and drains; 
and rehabilitation and extension of the project drainage system for the protection 
of lands as well as for the re-use of water collected by the system. 

The Riv Grande project, one of the oldest of the Bureau projects, is sorely in 
need of a general rehabilitation and betterment program. It will insure cheaper 
operation and maintenar ze costs and will sustain commodity on highly productive 
lands. It will also save for re-use many acre-feet of water that are needed on a 
project that has at times been short of water. 


Belle Fourche project, South Dakota 

Program for fiscal year 1952, $102,807. 

This program will include the modification of all the original outlet needle 
control valves of the Belle Fourche Dam to insure an uninterrupted flow of water, 
completion of rehabilitation work on canal and lateral structures, continuation of 
drain restoration, and rehabilitation of irrigation district buildings. 
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Okanogan project, Washington 

Program for fiscal year 1952, $4,000. 

This amount is for the repairs on Conconully Dam and spillway. 
Yakima project, Washington 

Program for fiscal year 1952, $223,431. 

This amount will initiate rehabilitation at Keechelus Dam and spillway, and will 
complete rehabilitation work at Kachess and Bumping Lake Dams. 

Riverton project, Wyoming 

Program for fiscal year 1952, $634,000. 

Work to be accomplished will, in general, be a continuation of the 1951 program, 
including: Stabilization of banks of additional reaches of Wyoming Canal First 
Division; construction of lining in several miles of Pilot Canal at various locations: 
installation of lining in various locations of Wyoming Canal Second Division and 
Pilot laterals; repair or replacement of many structures, both concrete and wood, 
in Wyoming Canal Second Division and Pilot laterals; and continuation of con- 
struction of new drains and repair of existing drains, including structures. 
Shoshone project, Wyoming 

Program for fiseal year 1952, $64,000. 

These funds will be used to continue the program of rehabilitation work on the 
Frannie division canals, laterals, and drains. 


NEED FOR PROJECT REHABILITATION 


Mr. Linewraver. This rehabilitation and betterment program was 
initiated in 1947 and 1948 through a series of surveys which showed 
that a great many projects were run down by reason of two facts; 
first, during the depression period of the thirties the money was not 
available to the water users to keep them up in the proper shape, and 
second, when the war came along with the resultant lack of materials 
and lack of labor. We found that a great many of our projects were 


in very poor operating condition and the investment of the Govern- 
ment was being threatened. So this rehabilitation and betterment 
program was initiated in the appropriation act for fiscal year 1948 and 
then later, by legislation. 

Senator ELLenperR. Can you tell us what you mean by rehabilitat- 
ing? What has happened? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Let us take a canal, for instance, Senator, that 
may have been in use from 25 to 30 years—maybe less or maybe 
more—and has deteriorated and de ‘veloped seepage. It becomes in 
such condition that its banks slough or fall in or the structures become 
unusable. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you not a fund that is collected from the 
users of that water? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That was the theory of the original operating 
and maintenance requirement. During the depression years the 
money of the water users was pretty scarce. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean from the farmers? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir; in the 30’s. 

Senator ELLeENDER. How will the Government get this back? 

Mr. Lrveweaver. Each district, for every expenditure for rehabili- 
tation and betterment, must enter into a repayment contract in 
advance. 

Senator CHAavez. A new contract? 

Mr. LinEwraver. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHavez. One is for the amortization of the original debt 
and the new contract is to take care of the debt under this program? 
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Mr. Lineweaver. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. This entire amount is returned to the Govern 
ment? 

Mir. Linewraver. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Over what period? 

Mr. Linewraver. Usually we have tried to make it not more than 
20 vears. Some of them run Jonger and a few of them, IT think, ar 
shorter than that. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Is this amount without interest? 

Mr. LInEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. | do not think it is right. 

Senator Cuavez. In the justification there is a schedule of con- 
struction programs for the entire projects. 

Senator ELuenper. There is a $39,000,000 estimate that has been 
given us on projects already in existence. 

Senator Cuavez. I think that should go into the record. 

The schedule referred to is as follows: 


Schedule of construction program fiscal years 1951 and 1952, rehabilitation an 
betterment of exist ng projects 








Potal Total as of Program Program : 
Program item estimated June 30, current budget Balance 
cost 1950 year 1951 | year 1952 | complet: 
2 (4 5) (6 
Salt R 1) ect, Arizona $6, O00, OOO SASH, QUS $1, 600, 722 $950, OOO $3, O59, Ys 
Yuma proj t, Ar zona 6. 500. 000 325, O00 6.175.0 
Orland project, California 250, 000 134. 868 115, 132 
Grand \ t, Colorado 1, 900, OU 672,35 $14,153 256, 262 157, 2 
Uncompahgre project, Colorado 233, 000 233. 0 
Boise project, Idaho 50, OOL ann (i 
Minidoka project, Idaho 43, 000 13 
Bit Root project Montana 37, G28 t7, W28 
Milk River project, Montana 660, 000 106, B15 148, 250 125, 000 580, | 
Sun River project, Montana 100, 000 13, 574 34.000 25, O00 97, 424 
North Platte project, Nebraska-Wyoming.| 8, 175,000 454, 258 508, O00 340,500 | 6,874, 24 
Newlands ] ect, Nevad 31, 000 131 
Rio Grende vroject, New Mexico-Tex 4, 025, OOD 50, OOO 850, O00 3, 125, ( 
Owvhee project, Oregon-Idaho 200, 000 200 
Vale project, Oregor 50, O00 25 2t s 
Belle Fourche project, South Dakota 73. 000 119, 331 125, 669 102, S07 25, 19 
\loon Lake project, Utah SS O00 AS, () 
nrete project, Uteh 75. 000 75. ( 
\\ rR roject. Utal 5, OOO 4 
Ok y project, W lingtor 25, 000 5 MK 100) 16. { 
\ project, Washingtor S46, 000) 520, 7) is, O74 225, 451 44,1 
Riverton project, Wyoming 150. 000 13, SLO 41,80 634. 000 S50. tis 
Shoachone nroiect W voming 45, 000 102, 35 170, 64 64, O00 AR, (i 
Additior project 6, 700, 000 6, 700 
obligations 9 451, G28 2. 887. 262 1, 106, 620 3, VOD, O00 28, 55S 
i i none 
= 
4 re $3, 000, 000 
| g tpr ila 
< rvover 106. 629 ‘ 
Allotments requirement S35, YOU, OOD S25 SS 
‘ 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT PROGRAM 


Senator ELLenper. | do not recall when it was done, but pro- 
visions should have been put in there to return that advance by the 
Government with interest. 
Senator CHavez. What was the authority? 
Mr. Lineweaver. This was in 1949 
Senator Bu ENDER Is that 2 spectal law ¢ ] 
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Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. Public Law 335, 63 Stat. page 724, 
Kighty-‘irst Congress. 

Senator ELLeENDER. A Senator must serve on this committee to 
learn all the ramifications of the appropriation bill before the Congress. 
Every one entails money. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the Public Law number again? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Public law 335, Eighty-first Congress. That 
was amended by Public Law 451, 64 Stat. 11, Eighty-first Congress, 
second session. 

The reason for that, Mr. Chairman, was that the legislative com- 
mittees felt that they should have control over these contracts and 
we are required to submit the contracts to both the Senate and the 
House Interior Committees, as they are now designated. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean the contracts with these districts? 

Mr. Linrweraver. Yes, sir. We have every one we have ever 
entered into, about 15 contracts, and each one of them has been sub- 
mitted to both the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
and to the Senate Committee on the Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Are not the farmers making out quite well now? 

Mr. Lineweaver. At the present time our reports show they are 
doing very well. 

Senator ELLenper. They were doing well when this law was 
enacted, 

Mr. Linrweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. With all of that, Congress came in and let 
them have more money without interest. Such things as that will 
throw a black eve at some of these projects. That is getting a little 
too much out of the Government. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I may say there have been several projects that 
have been undertaken simultaneously with this assistance, under 
the rehabilitation and betterment program, to carry out additional 
rehabilitation work under annual assessments. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Those would have been all right if they had 
been done when the farmers were unable to pay, but now they are 
doing well, and they should do that themselves and not come in with 
their hats in their hands to the Government. They certainly ought 
to have an interest in it, in bettering it for their own use. Now to be 
calling on the Government all the time for such things as this, I repeat, 
it is going to give a black eve to a lot of these projects. 

Senator Cuavez. I can see the reaction of the one who are not 
connected with reclamation or irrigation, with the people in general. 
They will sav “Well, if thev are doing it now for thes ¢ particular ones, 
every one passed by Congress will be involved.’ 

Senator ELLENDER. Somebody else will come for the same thing 
later on. Why do the farmers not do it when they are able to sell 
all they grow at a fairly good profit? 

Senator Cuavez. I think they have a good bargain. I do not 
blame them. We are the ones who should be blamed. 

Senator ELLenperR. Those of us who voted for it 

Senator Cuavez. I believe you did, 

Senator EttenperR. I have been for these projects. I would vote 
for them again. Such things as this, to my way of thinking, are not 
right; they are not fair to the taxpayers. It strikes me that the 
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farmers ought to take enough interest in this project to maintain it 
themselves. 

Mr. Srravus. I think I should report on the record our desire to 
have these districts keep up their own works at all times. Our con- 
tracts provide that they should do that and with their own money, 
when it is turned over to them. I think the Congress had in mind 
when it passed this law there had been an accumulation of deferred 
work that came from times that no matter what they raised they could 
not sell it. They, the Congress, felt with a good deal of justification 
that their only real security is the productive power of these works 
and keeping the works up. 1 think the Congress felt they should be 
kept up and provided this as an incentive to keep them up in cases 
where they must keep them up. 

It is not only the decision that hits a reclamation project but that 
hit all of them. This is a very boom time, but now down in New 
Mexico, despite the fact that times are good the irrigation districts 
are going to be in a bad way for water, because of the extreme 
drought conditions there. That catches them, too. 

Mr. Linewraver. Supplementing Commissioner Straus’ state- 
ment, the Bureau made this survey in 1946, 1947, and 1948. As a 
result of those disclosures, we felt it incumbent on us to report to the 
Congress what the situation was. In fact, we knew from our own 
reports that a number of essential facilities were deteriorating. We 
also realized just exactly what you have called our attention to, that 
the irrigation district should have seen that the facilities were main- 
tained in better condition. We have insisted and are continuing to 
cone that the district maintain the projects, and most of them are 

‘arrying on betterment programs from annual assessments simul- 
teen with this program. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I hope you do not encourage the use of this 
money, and let them carry the load as much as they can. I would not 
have much objection to it if it were made on a loan basis, and at least 
the principal paid back to the Government. But, to put this rehabili- 
tation and betterment program on the same basis as the original 
project, that is wrong. 


AUTHORIZATION OF REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT PROJECTS 


Senator Corpon. Do all these projects come within the provisions 
of the law for a reexamination by the Congress? 

Senator CuHavez. They submit a report directly to the standing 
committee that handles the authorization in the basic law for the 
Department. 

Senator Corpon. My memory is that these come in groups to the 
appropriate committee and are examined and reported to the 
Congress. 

Mr. Srraus. The law requires each contract must be negotiated and 
then submitted to the legislative committee. These come before you, 
sir, as a member of the Interior legislative committee, which passes on 
them, but no special act of approval is required. The committees 
by resolution gave approval. 

Senator Corpon. Do they not then go ito a sort of an omnibus bill 
and are passe ‘dl by the Congress? 

Mr. Srravs. There may be several of them that come up at once. 
They are omnibus in that sense. I think very frequently your com- 
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mittee has considered four or five rehabilitation contracts at the 
same time. 

Senator Corpon. I recall a great many of them. I am somewhat 
vague on this matter. I will look into it further, but it seems to me, 
under a special provision of the law, that we have these re shabilitation 
works in separate reports to the committee; they have gone into*them 
and then combined them. And they pass the Congress, because they 
had additional pay-out periods and special remedial provisions beyond 
those in the regular reclamation law. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is a different proposition, Senator Cordon. 
You are perhaps, referring to special acts that extend the repayment 
period of existing projects and a special authorization of Congress is 
required in those instances. 

Senator Corpon. Are we to understand with these projects that 
they have been reported to the appropriate committee? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Each one of them; before a contract is signed 
and before work can be done the legislative committees of the House 
and the Senate, the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
and the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee must give their 
approval on them under Public Law 451 which was adopted in the 
Eighty-first Congress. 

Senator Corpon. Has approval been given to these. 

Mr. Linewnaver. Where we have the contracts negotiated. 

Senator Corpvon. It seems to me the approval ought to be given 
before the appropriation is made. 

Mr. Lineweaver. In the case of the Salt River project the con- 
tract has been approved. 

Senator CHavez. Is that the list of them in front of vou there? 

Senator Corpon. You should go over them and indicate which 
have been approved by the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, for our record. I think we should be limited in the appro- 
priation we make to those that have been examined and approved. 
I do not see how vou can have an authorization for the money without 
complying with the law. 

Senator CHavunz. I think that was the idea of having the report 
made to the legislative committee; that they would, in turn, approve 
it, 

Mr. Lineweaver. I will submit that list for the record, Mr. Chair- 
man, and also the explanation as to bow the act worked, and the 
supplement worked, and why, according to our understanding, the 
committee required the amendment. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


EXPLANATION OF AcT AUTHORIZING REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT 
EXPENDITURES 


Public Law 335, EKighty-first Congress, first session, approved October 7, 1949, 
provides, in part, that expenditures of funds appropriated for the rehabilit: ition 
and betterment of irrigation systems on Federal reclamation projects ‘‘* * 
shall be made only after the organizations concerned shall have obligated nen 
selves for the return thereof in installments fixed in accordance with their ability 
to pay, as determined by the Secretary of the Interior in the light of their out- 
standing repayment obligations, and which shall, to the fullest practicable extent, 
be scheduled for return with their construction charge installments or otherwise 
scheduled as he shall determine. No such determination of the Secretary of the 
Interior shall become effective until the expiration of 60 days after it has been 
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submitted to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Public Lands of the House of Representatives.’ 

The Congress appropriated $2,500,000 for fiscal year 1950 and $3,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1951 for urgently needed rehabilitation and betterment. work on the 
following projects: Belle Fourche project, South Dakota; Bitter Root project, 
Montana; Grand Valley project, Colorado; Milk River project, Montana; North 
Platte project, Nebraska-Wyoming; Orland project, California; Riverton project, 
Wyoming; Salt River project, Arizona; Shoshone project, Wyoming; Sun River 
project, Montana: Vale project, Oregon; and Yakima project, Washington. 
Prior to the expenditure of any of these funds the requirements of Public Law 335 
were met by entering into contracts with the irrigation districts concerned for the 
repayment of the cost of the rehabilitation and betterment work. The annual 
rate of payment by the water users of these contracts is based on the finding of 
the Secretary of the Interior regarding ability of the water users to pay after due 
consideration of their outstanding repayment obligations. To the fullest extent 
practicable the repayment was scheduled to be made concurrently with the return 
of the basic construction charge obligation. The Senate and House Committees 
on Interior and Insular Affairs have in every case been advised by the Secretary 
of the Interior and have approved his findings concerning the water users’ ability 
to pay and the proposed schedule of rehabilitation and betterment reimbursement. 

With regard to the four projects (Bitter Root, Belle Fourche, Vale, and Sho- 
shone) no further submittal under Public Law 335 was made, since the Senate and 
House Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs had previously considered and 
recommended to the Congress special legislation authorizing the execution of 
amendatory contracts for the repayment of the basie project construction costs 
as well as the return of the cost of the rehabilitation and betterment program. 

By enactment of Public Law 451, Fighty-first Congress, second session, 
approved March 3, 1950, the language of Public Law 335 requiring a 60-day 
waiting period before the Secretary’s findings could become effective was modified 
in part as follows: 

“* * * any such. determination may become effective prior to the expira- 
tion of such sixty davs in any case in which each such committee approves an 
sarlier date and notifies the Secretary, in writing, of such approval: Provided, 
That when Congress is not in session the Secretaryv’s determination, if accom- 
panied by a finding by the Secretary that substantial hardship to the water users 
concerned or substantial further injury to the project works will result, shall 
become effective when the chairman and ranking minority member of each such 
committee shall file with the Secretary their written approval of said findings.” 

The need for modification of Public Law 335 in this manner became evident in 
connection with the emergency rehabilitation and betterment work on the Grand 
Valley tunnel which supplies water to the Garfield gravity division, Grand Valley 
project, Colorado. Collapse of the Grand Valley tunnel cut off the division’s 
water supply and highly valuable crops were faced with destruction. The March 
3, 1950, amendment to Public Law 335 enabled the Senate and House committees 
to expedite their approval of the Secretarv’s findings with the result that the 
repayment contract was executed and repair of the tunnel was undertaken in 
record time. This rapid action combined with the remarkable speed with which 
the contractor completed the work restored water service to the division suffi- 
ciently early in the irrigation season so that a minimum of crop loss was sustained. 
_Beeause of the emergency nature of much of the rehabilitation and betterment 
work it has been necessary to make use of this provision in the amended law on 
numerous occasions. 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT 

Salt River project Arizona 

An over-all program of $6,000,000 to be accomplished during a 6-year period 
commencing in 1950 has been planned. Work to be accomplished under this pro- 
gram consists of repairing existing pumping plants and replacing worn parts that 
were installed many vears ago. This includes the change-over of all project 
pumps from 25-cycle to 60-cycle power. Wells will be cleaned and deepened in 
many places and new casings will be installed. The lining of canals and laterals 
is now necessary to save much valuable water that would otherwise be lost. 
Canal and lateral structures, some of which were constructed of wood and were 
placed 30 to 40 years ago, must be replaced before an adequate distribution of 
water to highly productive lands can be accomplished. In order to accomplish 
further conservation of water many of the open ditches are now being replaced 
with concrete pipelines. Other miscellaneous jobs such as the repair of spill- 
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ways to dams and riprap of structures will be necessary to again place the project 
in good operating condition, 

Funds allotted to the project consist of $790,000 for fiscal year 1950 and $1,- 
200,000 for fiscal year 1951. Much of the above-mentioned work has now been 
accomplished and to continue the program the Bureau has requested the sum of 
$950,000 for fiscal year 1952. 

The estimated $6,000,000 cost of the rehabilitation and betterment work will 
be repaid in full by the water users Over a 20-year period commencing in 1951. 
The findings of the Secretary of the Interior regarding annual rates of repayment 
which would be appropriate in view of the water users ability to pay were approved 
by the Senate and House Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs on March 
8, 1950, and March 9, 1950, respectively. Based on those findings, a repayment 
contract for $2,306,882 was executed with the Salt River Valley Water Users’ 
Association on March 29, 1950. This was more than ample to cover the repay- 


ment of the costs of the fiscal vear 1950, and 1951 programs. A second repayment 
contract in the amount of $1,000,000 to cover fiscal year 1952 expenditures is 
being negotiated currently with the association, Additional repayment contracts 


based on the findings approved by Senate and House committees in Mareh 1950 
will be executed in future years to cover fully the return of future expenditures 
within the $6,000,000 total program, 


Belle Fourche project, South Dakota 


Total estimated cost, $373,000. 

tehabilitation work on this project consists of repairs and replacement of the 
control and outlet works of the Belle Fourche Dam, repairs and replacements 
of structures on the carriage and distribution features of the project, and the 
construction of drainage ditches and structures to prevent further seeping of 
productive lands. Work on the Belle Fourche Dam is virtually completed and 
much work has been accomplished on the other features mentioned above. 

The following allotments have been made: fiseal year 1949, $45,000; fiscal year 
1950, $100,000; fiscal vear 1951, $100,000, and the sum of $102,807 is requested 
for fiscal year 1952. The balance of the program will be completed during fiscal 
year 1953. 

Repayment of the total cost of the rehabilitation and betterment work on the 
Belle Fourche project is provided for in the basic amendatory construction 
repayment contract, executed November 29, 1949, with the Belle Fourche irriga- 
tion district. Restatement of the district’s obligation under this contract in- 
cluded $400,000 to cover the rehabilitation ond betterment work provided for 
by the contract. The cost of the rehabilitation and betterment work was merged 
with the district’s basic construction repayment obligation which is payable in 
installments of $38,700 per year. Repayment of the rehabilitation and better- 
ment costs in this manner has the effect of adding about 10 years to the payout 
period for the over-all repayment obligation of the district. The November 29, 
1949, amendatory repayment contract with the district was negotiated pursuant 
to section 7 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, was reported on to the 
appropriate committees of the Senate and House, and was authorized for execution 
by Public Law 419, Eighty-first Congress, first session. 

Bitter Root project, Montana 

Total cost, $37,928. 

Rehabilitation and betterment work on this project consisted of replacing a 
wooden diversion dam with one of concrete and steel and replacing wooden struc- 
tures at various locations on the distribution system. 

This work was completed during fiscal year 1950. The project water users are 
continuing to replace other wooden structures and are gradually rehabilitating 
the canal and lateral system with funds of their own. 

The following allotments were made to the Bitter Root project: Fiscal year 
1949, $25,000; fiscal vear 1950, $15,000. No additional funds are requested. 

The repayment of the cost of rehabilitation and betterment work on the Bitter 
Root project is provided for in the basic amendatory construction repayment 
contract executed May 238, 1949, with the Bitter Root irrigation district. This 
contract, which was negotiated pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 and approved for execution by Public Law 56, 
EKighty-first Congress, first session, makes provision for the accomplishment of 
rehabilitation and betterment work in an amount not to exceed $100,000. The 
actual cost of rehabilitation and betterment work is merged with the district’s 
construction repayment obligation payable in annual installments of $16,665 
which are to be varied annually in accordance with the formula reflecting changing 
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economic conditions. Rehabilitation and betterment expenditures to date on the 
Bitter Root project equal less than 3 years annual payments under the amenda- 
tory repayment contract. If the full $100,000 of expenditures contemplated in 
the contract were to be made, about 7 years of payment under the basic. contract 
would be involved. Since the appropriate committees of the Senate and House 
previously had considered and had recommended to the Congress the basic 
amendatory repayment contract under which the rehabilitation and betterment 
work was accomplished all requirements of Public Law 335, as amended, were 
considered as having been met. 


Grand valley project, Colorado 

Total estimated cost, $1,900,000. 

Rehabilitation and betterment work on this project consists of relocation and 
lining of 2,200 feet of tunnel on the High Line canal and the replacement of struc- 
tures on the High Line canal and lateral system. Because of the availability of 
rehabilitation and betterment funds the 2,200 feet of tunnel mentioned above were 
rebored and lined in record time, thus saving the project the loss of many thousands 
of dollars in crop production. Work on the replacement of structures is progress- 
ing rapidly and the Bureau expects to complete the entire program during fiscal 
vear 1953. 

Allotments to the Grand Valley project are as follows: Fiscal year 1950, $730,500 
and fiscal year 1951, $756,006. To continue the work of replacing main canal and 
lateral structures the sum of $256,262 for fiscal year 1952 will be needed. 

The Secretary of Interior’s findings regarding the ability of the water users to 
repay rehabilitation and betterment costs was approved by the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs on March 8, 1950, and by the House Committee on 
Public Lands on March 9, 1950. 

Based on those approved findings a contract was entered into with the Grand 
Valley Water Users’ Association for the repayment of rehabilitation and better- 
ment costs estimated to total $1,500,000, including $50,000 expended from 
emergency funds in an effort to save the old tunnel at the time the slide started. 
Since most of the water user’s annual ability to pay is required for meeting 
installments coming due under the association’s basic construction cost repayment 
contract, the rehabilitation and betterment repayment contract provides for the 
repayment of the sum of $60,000 in annual installments during the period 1954 
through 1973. Annual installments under the rehabilitation and betterment 
repayment contract increase to $33,500 commencing in 1974, the year following 
completion of payment of the association’s basic construction obligation. 

On January 31, 1951, the Secretary of the Interior by letter advised the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and the House Comunittee on Public 
Lands that increased prices as well as more detailed and accurate cost estimates 
indicated that it would be necessary to spend approximately $400,000 more than 
previously estimated to accomplish the required rehabilitation and betterment 
work. Further, the committees were advised that it was proposed that, consistent 
with the water users’ ability to pay, repayment of the additional cost be ac 
complished by extending the rehabilitation and betterment repayment period 
about 12 vears with annual installments of the same amount as previously ap- 
proved by the committees. On March 5, 1951, the repayment contract with the 
water users was amended accordingly and the obligation for repayment of the cost 
of rehabilitation and betterment work increased to $1,900,900. 


Milk River project, Montana 

Total estimated cost, $660,000. 

Work on this project consists of the relocation of a section of the St. Marys canal 
which is a part of the joint works supplying water to the entire project. The 
balance of the work consists of work on the Malta and Glasgow divisions and is as 
follows: 

Malta division.— Repairs to the Dodson diversion dam, Dodson south canal, 
Bowdoin canal, Dodson north canal, Nelson south canal, work on several laterals 
leading from the above-mentioned canals and the construction of drains for the 
prevention of further seepage. 

Glasgow division.—Repairs to Vandalia dam and canal, Vandalia laterals and 
the construction of drainage ditches to prevent the further encroachment of 
seepagrc. 

Considerable of the above work has now been completed but because of the 
nature of the work and the short periods in fall and spring when this work can be 
executed the entire program cannot be completed before fiscal year 1954. 
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The following allotments have been made to the Milk River project: Fiscal 
year 1949, $106,800; fiscal vear 1950, $23,250; fiscal vear 1951, $153,000. The 
sum requested for fiscal year 1952 is $125,000. 

tepayment of rehabilitation and betterment expenditures on the Milk River 
project is provided for by contracts with the several irrigation districts of the 
Milk River project. In accordance with Public Law 335, as amended, the rats 
and schedules of payments for fiscal year 1950, and fiscal year 1951 expenditures 
were submitted to and were approved by the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees. The congressional committees were advised that the repayment arrange- 
ments for the Glasgow and Malta irrigation districts were interim arran:*nents 
which might be changed by the basic amendatory construction r»pyment son- 

racts currently being negotiated with those districts pursuant to section 7 of 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

The Glasgow irrigation district contract of June 30, 1949, requires payment 
of the Glasgow district’s share of fiscal vear 1949 expenditures in the amount of 
$46,725. Repayment in 10 equal annual installments is scheduled to commence 
in 1962. The contract of May 10, 1950, provides for repayment of 1950 and 
1951 rehabilitation and betterment expenditures, amounting to $121,775. It 
schedules repayment in semiannual installments beginning in the year that total 
construction payments as now scheduled on existing repayment contracts are 
less than $10,000 a year and in such amounts that when added to scheduled 
repayment of existing contracts will equal $10,000 a year. Based upon existing 
schedules, repayment would begin in 1976 and would be completed in 1995. 

Malta irrigation district—Under the contract of May 14, 1949, the Malta 
irrigation district’s share of estimated Milk River project rehabilitation and 
betterment expenditures in fiscal year 1949, amounting to $13,072, is scheduled 
for payment in five equal annual installments commencing in 1962. Under the 
contract, dated May 10, 1950, estimated fiscal year 1950 and fiscal year 1951 
expenditures, totaling $82,577, are scheduled for payment in varying annual 
installments during the period 1977 through 1987. 

Chinook division~—On May 18, 1949, the five irrigation districts comprising 
the Chinook division, namely, the Alfalfa Valley, Fort Belknap, Harlem, Paradise 
Valley, and Zurich irrigation districts, contracted to repay their estimated share 
($13,703) of fiscal year 1949 rehabilitation and betterment expenditures. Pay- 
ment is scheduled in five equal annual installments beginning in 1962. On 
February 14, 1950, the five districts signed contracts for the repayment of $34,148 
which is their share of fiscal year 1950 and fiscal vear 1951 costs. Under the 
latter contracts, payments will be made over a 6-year period commencing in 
1978 after the districts will have completed repayment of their share of the 
original construction cost of the St. Mary storage works but prior to completing 
payment of Fresno Dam costs. 

North Platte project, Wyoming- Nebraska 

Total estimated cost, $8,175,000. 

Under the rehabilitation and betterment program, most of the irrigation system 
will be restored to its original physical condition and operating efficiency. Certain 
canals and laterals will be lined to prevent loss of water and damage to land by 
seepage, drains reconstructed and obsolete structures repaired or replaced. Work 
done te date includes new improvements and repairs to Pathfinder Dam, grouting 
and asphaltic membrane lining of sections of the Fort Laramie canal, repairs to 
the desilting basin near Whalen Dam, construction of a Parshall flume on the 
Fort Laramie canal, repairs to drains, lining of laterals and other work. 

Allotments made to the North Platte project are as follows: Fiseal year 1949, 
$455,000; fiscal year 1950, $80,000; fiscal year 1951, $426,000, and the request 
for fiscal year 1952 is $340,500. 

Repayment of the cost of rehabilitation and betterment work on the North 
Platte project is provided for in contracts with several irrigation districts as 
follows: 

Gering-Fort Laramie irrigation district.—-A contract was entered into with the 
Gering-Fort Laramie irrigation district July 5, 1949. The district contracted to 
repay $223,400 for rehabilitation and betterment work outlined in the contract, 
but not to exceed $4,446,600 maximum obligation for the entire rehabilitation 
and betterment program. Repayment will commence the year following the last 
payment of the district’s construction charge obligation under existing repayment 
contracts. An annual repayment of $112,000 will be made until the total reha- 
bilitation and betterment obligation has been paid. 

Goshen irrigation district—A contract was entered into July 8, 1949, with the 
Goshen irrigation district to repay $243,800 for rehabilitation and betterment 
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work outlined in the contract, but not to exeeed $3,458,700 maximum obligation 
for the entire program. Repayment will be made in equal annual installments 
of $87,000 beginning the vear following the year in which the last payment of the 
district’s construction charge obligation is paid. 

Pathfinder irrigation district—A contract was entered into October 19, 1949, 
with the Pathfinder irrigation district for the repavment of $32,300. The pavout 
period for this contract is 10 years beginning in 1949. 

Northport irrigation district—The contract for rehabilitation and betterment 
of Northport irrigation district facilities was completed August 2, 1949. The 
maximum obligation of the district is $7,950 to be repaid in ten annual installments 
of $795 beginning in 1949. 

Warren Act and other special contracts.—A total of $60,501.37 has been con- 
tracted to Warren Act and other special water users for rehabilitation and better- 
ment work. The term of these contracts is 10 vears; $52,009.32 is the current 
unpaid balance. 

Pursuant to Public Law 335, as amended, the rates and schedules of payment 
in the contracts with the Gering-Ft. Laramie and Goshen irrigation districts 
were submitted to the appropriate congressional committees and were approved 
by those committees. Sinee the work on the other districts was accomplished 
with fiscal year 1949 appropriations, the requirements of Public Law 335 were 
not applicable, and no submittal was made. 

Orland project, California 

Total estimated cost, $250,000. 

Work on this project consisted of repairs to mechanical equipment at the Stony 
Gorge Dam, replacing structures that had been used for many years and were in 
need of immediate replacement, repairing and placing additional lining in canals 
to conserve water and prevent further seepage, placing wells and pumping from 
the ground-water table to prevent further seepage and to supply additional water 
for irrigation purposes. 

All the above-mentioned work has now been completed and no funds are re- 
quested for fiscal vear 1952. Funds alloted to the Orland project consisted of 
$131,750 fiseal year 1949, $114,250 fiscal vear 1950, and $4,000 fiseal vear 1951. 

Existing original construction cost repayment arrangements with the indi- 
vidual water users on the Orland project and the Orland Unit Water Users’ 
Association satisfy the requirement of Publie Law 335 that the organization con- 
cerned shall obligate itself to repay such rehabilitition and betterment expendi- 
tures. 

In addition to the assurance of repayment pursuant to the provisions of the 
individual water-right contracts, the contract between the United States and the 
Orland Unit Water Users’ Association, executed on April 3, 1909, contains a pro- 
vision whereby the association guarantees the payment to the United States of the 
cost of operation and maintenance as assessed from vear to year by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Thus, reimbursement of the United States for advances for re- 
habilitation is made an obligation of the water users’ association as well as of the 
individual water users. 

Repayment of the $250,000 total rehabilitation and betterment costs com- 
menced in 1950 and will be completed in 20 vears. The operation and mainte- 
nance charge announced annually by the Secretary during the 20-year repayment 
period will include a component to provide for the repayment of the $250,000 re- 
habilitation and betterment expenditure. The payment ability finding of the 
Secretary of Interior made pursuant to Public Law 335, as amended, was approved 
by the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on March 27, 1950, and 
by the Public Lands Committee of the House on March 29, 1950. : 


Riverton project, Wyoming 

Total estimated cost, $1,950,000. 

Work programed for this project consists of repairs to Bull Lake and Pilot 
Butte Dams, repairs to lining, and stabilization of banks of the Wyoming canal, 
first division, placing lining and repairing structures of the Wyoming canal, 
second division, and connecting laterals, placing lining and repairing structures 
on Pilot canal and laterals and constructing new drains for the prevention of 
further seepage. Some work has been accomplished on all of the above features 
with priority given to the placing of buried membrane lining in canals and laterals. 
Several miles of this tvpe of lining have been placed and more will be placed in the 
fiscal year 1952. Favorable results with regard to the saving of water and the 
unwatering of seeped lands adjacent to the lined canals and laterals are now very 
noticeable. 
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Allotments that have been made to the Riverton project are as follows: Fiscal 
year 1949, $160,000; fiscal year 1950, $379,000; fiscal vear 1951, $226,320, and the 
requested allotment for fiscal vear 1952 is $634,000. The balance of the program 
can be completed during the fiscal year 1953. 

By contract of March 21, 1949, the Midvale irrigation district agreed to repay 
fiscal year 1949 rehabilitation and betterment expenditures as part of its ba 
construction repayment obligation under the contract of February 12, 1931 The 
obligation under the 1931 contract is scheduled for repayment over a 40-vear 
period. tepayment of rehabilitation and betterment costs incurred in fiscal 
vears 1950 through 1953, estimated to aggregate $1,800,000, are covered in the re- 
payment contract, dated February 6, 1950, with the Midvale irri ‘ation district. 
In accordance with the district’s ability to pay in the light of its outstanding basic 
construction repayment obligation, annual installments of $90,000 each are 
scheduled under the 1950 contract to commence the year following completion of 
payment by the district of its basic construction obli :ation under the 1931 con- 
tract. The findings of the Secretary of the Interior regarding the ability of the 
water users to pay and the need for scheduling repayments at the rate and time 
set forth in the February 6, 1950, contract were approved by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs on March 8, 1950, and by the House Com- 
mittee on Public Lands on March 9, 1950. 


’ 


Shoshone project, Wyoming 

Total estimated cost, $395,000. 

Rehabilitation and betterment work for this project was scheduled for the 
Willwood and Frannie divisions. Work on the Willwood division consisting of 
repairs and replacement of structures on the Willwood canal and laterals and the 
construction of drainage ditches is now nearing completion. 

Work on the Frannie division consisting of repair or replacement of structures 
on the Garland and Frannie canals and laterals and also the Deaver canal and 
laterals including the construction of drainage ditches for the relief of seeped 
lands is progressing steadily and will be completed during the fiseal year 1953 

Allotments made to the project for the above work are as follows: Fiseal vear 
1949, $30,000; fiscal vear 1950, $211,000; fiscal vear 1951, $32,000; and the allot- 
ment requested for fiscal year 1952 is $64,000. 

Repayment of the cost of rehabilitation and betterment work on the Willwood 
and Frannie divisions is provided for in the construction repayment contract 
dated Mav 13, 1949, with the Willwood irrigation district and in the amendatory 
construction repayment contract dated November 14, 1949, with the Deaver 
irrigation district, whieh comprises the lands of the Frannie division. 

The Willwood irrigation district’s construction repayment contract, in the 
amount of $1,500,000 merged the proposed rehabilitation and betterment cost 
with the original cost of construction of the district’s irrigation works. Repay- 
ment is scheduled to begin in 1951 with annual installments of $27,400 each. Ap- 
proximately $138,000 is available within the $1,500,000 repayment obligation 
ceiling to cover rehabilitation expenditures. Rehabilitation and betterment ex- 
penditures in that amount have the effect of extending the district’s over-all re- 
payment period by 5 vears. Since the May 13, 1949, repayment contract with 
the Willwood irrigation district exceeded the normal 40-year repayment period 
it was submitted to the Congress under section 7 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939. Publie Law 56, Eightvy-first Congress, first session, authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to execute the contract on behalf of the United States. 

The November 14, 1949, amendatory repayment contract with the Deaver 
irrigation district provided for rehabilitation and betterment work not exceeding 
a cost of $257,000. Under this contract the actual cost of rehabilitation and 
betterment work is merged with the basic construction repayment obligation 
which is scheduled for repayment at the rate of $7,500 annually commencing in 
1952. Because of the district’s limited ability to pay, expenditure of the full 
$257,000 provided for in the contract will add 34 vears to the over-all repayment 
period required for the district to meet its repayment obligation. The November 
14,1949, contract with the Deaver irrigation district was approved by Public 
Law 419, Eighty-first Congress, first session. 

Sun River project, Montana 

Total estimated cost, $40,000. 

Work on this project consists entirely of the construction of drainage ditches 
and structures. The sum of $15,000 was allotted for this work during fiscal year 
1949. Further rehabilitation and betterment work on drainage facilities was 
deferred during fiscal year 1950 and fiscal year 1951 in order to observe the results 
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of the 1949 work. The section of drain ditch constructed in fiscal year 1949 
affecting 567 acres has been 100 percent effective and therefore $25,000 is being 
requested for similar work on an additional area in fiscal year 1952. 

By contract, dated April 29, 1949, the Fort Shaw irrigation district agreed to 
repay not to exceed $20,000 to cover the cost of fiscal year 1949 rehabilitation 
and betterment work. Repayment is to commence in 1960 at the rate of $1,000 
annually. Consideration is being given currently to appropriate arrangements 
for the repayment of future work on this project. The secretarial findings regard- 
ing the ability to pay and the rate of repayment to be scheduled in due course 
will be submitted to the appropriate committees of the Senate and House. 


Vale project, Oregon 


Total estimated cost, $50,000. 

Rehabilitation and betterment work for this project consisted solely of the re- 
placement of river crossing and other badly corroded pipelines. These lines were 
replaced with concrete and steel pipe and the excessive maintenance required for 
the operation of the old lines has been eliminated. 

Funds allotted for the above work consisted of one allotment, $50,000 in fiscal 
year 1950. 

The work was completed in the spring of 1951: 

Repayment, not to exceed $50,000 to cover the cost of rehabilitation and better- 
ment work on the Vale project, is provided for in the basic amendatory repayment 
contract dated April 11, 1949. The annual construction installment under this 
contract amounts to $67,200. One year’s installment would more than cover the 
cost of the work described above. In view of the fact that the April 11, 1949, 
amendatory contract was authorized under Public Law 419, Eighty-first Congress, 
first session, requirements of Public Law 335 relating to return of rehabilitation and 
betterment expenditure are considered as having been met. 


Yakima project, Washington 

Total estimated cost, $846,000. 

The rehabilitation program for this project consists of repairs to the Tieton, 
Keechelus, and Kachess Dams and spillways, repairs to the Bumping Dam gate 
tower and outlet works, repair or replacement of 3 miles of pipelines on the 
Prosser irrigation district’s distribution system and repairs to the Spring Creek 
pumping plant. 

Repairs to the above-mentioned pumping plant and pipelines have now been 
completed and work on the above-mentioned dams and spillways has either been 
completed or is well advanced. 

Allotments made for the above rehabilitation are as follows: fiscal year 1949, 
$531,450; fiscal year 1951, $48,674, and the requested amount for fiscal year 
1952 is $223,431. Because of the nature of the work and because of the late 
date of execution of a repayment contract no allotment was made for the fiscal 
year 1950. 

Rehabilitation work for this project will also be completed during fiscal year 
1953. 

Repayment of the cost of repairing the several dams and appurtenant works 
will be accomplished over a 20-year period by increased annual operation and 
maintenance assessments paid by the several irrigation districts and Warren Act 
contractors using water from these storage works. Existing construction repay- 
ment contracts include liability for the payment of operation and maintenance 
costs. These contract provisions are sufficiently broad to create a contract 
obligation for the rehabilitation and betterment work and have been so recognized 
by the governing boards of the major irrigation districts. The rates and schedule 
of return of rehabilitation and betterment costs have been approved by the 
appropriate congressional committees. 

The repayment of the cost of the work on the pipelines and pumping plant is 
provided for in the November 25, 1949, amendatory construction repayment 
contract with the Prosser irrigation district. This contract merges the cost of 
rehabilitation and betterment, not to exceed $100,000, with the district’s con- 
struction repayment obligation and schedules full repayment of combined 
obligation in annual installments of $6,770 during the next 32 years. 


TOTAL COST OF REHABILITATION PROGRAM 


Mr. Linewraver. My recollection is, Senator Cordon, that the 
Senate Interior Committee, and I think perhaps the House Interior 
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Committee, raised questions similar to those questions that have been 
raised here. For that reason the committees recommended this 
amendment to the law which required this submission of the contcacts 
to the committees before the work could be done, or before we could 
execute the contract. That meant before the work could be done. 
We did not undertake to do any work without a repayment contract 
in advance. 

Senator Cuavez. How did you arrive at the figures, and why did 
you arrive at figures that the total estimated Federal cost would 
be $39,451,928, if you did not have any approved contracts? 

Mr. Linewraver. We had the surveys made in 1947 and 1948. 
Supplemental surveys have been made on which these estimated costs 
were arrived at. There is no commitment on any of these projects 
to spend any of this moyey beyond the appropriations that are made 
and beyond the amount covered by the repayment contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are the projects named in the document you 
have before you? 

Mr. LiIneweAver. Yes, sir. In each instance, this is the estimate of 
the amount of work that should be done to put these projects in proper 
operating condition. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. When the bill was passed, during the Eighty- 
first Congress, was it to take care of a specific number of projects or 
were the projects named in the bill? 

Mr. Lineweaver. The projects were not named in the bill, but we 
did submit a list similar to this, to both committees. 

Senator ELLENDER. Under the existing bill, none could be added? 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir; I do not think the bill limits that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you continue to add them? Would you 
do it for other projects that are not named in the surveys, that form 
the basis of this request? 

Mr. Lineweaver. We could submit supplemental lists in regard to 
these figures each year. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. What about the total estimated amount? It 
could not exceed that? 

Mr. Lineweaver. I would say it should not exceed that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Tolbert, will you secure a copy of that law 
and put it in the record? 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT ACT CITED 


Senator Corpon. I have it here. There are two provisions, which 
are important. 

Senator ELLENDER. Repayment without interest. Put them on 
the same basis. 

Senator Corpon. This reads: 


Provided, That expenditures of funds hereafter specifically appropriated for 
rehabilitation and betterment of irrigation systems on projects governed by the 
Federal reclamation laws shall be made only after the organizations concerned 
shall have obligated themselves for the return thereof in installments fixed in 
accordance with their ability to pay, as determined by the Secretary of Interior in 
the hght of their outstanding repayment obligations, and which shall, to the 
fullest practicable extent, be scheduled for return with their construction charge 
installments or otherwise scheduled as he shall determine. No such determina- 
tion of the Secretary of Interior shall become effective until the expiration of 
60 days after it has been submitted to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on Public Lands of the House of Repre- 
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sentatives. The term ‘Rehabilitation and Betterment,’’ as used in this Act, 
shall mean maintenance, including replacements, which cannot be financed 
currently, as otherwise contemplated by the Federal reclamation laws in the case 
of construction, the costs of which are returnable, in whole or in part, through 
construction charges, as that term is defined in section 2 (d) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939. Such rehabilitation and betterment work may be_ per- 
formed by contract, by force account, or, notwithstanding any other law, and 
subject only to such reasonable terms and conditions as the Secretary of Interior 
shall deem appropriate for the protection of the United States, by contract entered 
into with the organization concerned, whereby such organization shall perform 
such work. 

The thing that interests me is this provision here for the return of 
the money in such time as the Secretary shall determine. There is 
no limit to that period of time under the act. 

Mr. Srraus. Except that. Congress delegated to the committees 
named its own view of whatever determination was made by the 
Secretary in the submission to get approval in individual cases. 

Senator CHavez. It does not say about Congress approving it. 

Senator Corpon. Congress must act within 60 days or the Secretary 
may go forward after he is notified. 

Mr. Chairman, I think into our record should go adequate infor- 
mation on these projects that have been submitted more than 60 
days, indicating in short form what the work to be done is and what 
the repayment period is. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. As I understand the language read by Senator 
Cordon, there is a provision there that if the project cannot be financed 
locally—to what extent do vou look into that phase of it to find out 
whether or not it can be locally financed. 


REPAYMENT OF REHABILITATION COSTS 


Mr. Lineweaver. Under the procedure, the ability of the project 
to repay currently is examined—that is both an economic and 
engineering examination, if it is found that they cannot finance the 
work currently. Then the recommendation is made to the regional 
director, and by the regional director to the Commissioner and by the 
Commissioner to the Secretary. 

Senator Corpon. You do not mean any portion of this is not repay- 
able? 

Mr. LinEwEaver. No, sir. 

Senator Connon. You mean an examination to determine whether 
they could do it themselves? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. When they have not the financial ability to do it 
themselves, then you determine, in the light of their present obliga- 
tions under the existing conditions what time they need in which to 
pay the additional charges resulting from this additional betterment? 

Mr. Linewraver. That is correct. 

May I say that before you came in, Senator Cordon, that simul- 
taneously with this program of rehabilitation and betterment, as it 
has been financed for the last 2 or 3 years, most of these projects are 
carrying on a betterment program of their own to the extent of their 
ability. We are insisting on them doing the amount of work that 
they can through annual “assessments. 

Senator Corpon. I am very sympathetic toward the program, be- 
cause in every instance there are people who have gone there and 
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figured they could make a living from the project. Sometimes they 
have not been able to do it. There were some mistakes made in the 
original project. There have been new processes worked out, new 
methods of handling a project that were not known. If assistance 
is not given, it is not a matter of not creating something new, it is a 
matter of losing something already created. 

| am very sympathetic with the program. I think we ought to 
have added information on which to act. 

Mr. Srraus. | might mention a rehabilitation project on the 
Colorado River near Grand Junction, Colo., where we tried to save 
money on the tunnel. We saved the money for 20 years. The tunnel 
worked fine. We did not run it through the middle of the mountain. 
The mountain slipped. We had the Grand Junction peach crop 
at stake to be lost, and Congress swung into action. In this parti- 
cular law you have just been reading they made an immediate amend- 
ment that authorized us to go ahead and told us to get busy and save 
that crop. It served exac tly the function the Congress wished, 

Senator ELLENDER. Just a few minutes ago I mentioned the local 
financing, and I would like “e ask this question: 

Under the act as I read it, it Says: 

The term “rehabilitation and betterment’? as used in this act shall mean 
maintenance, including replacement, which cannot be financed currently. 


Does that mean if the farmers are now in position where they are 
not making enough money to do this work, then you come to Congress? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Out of their annual assessment. 

Senator ELLenpER. To what extent do you investigate that? 

Mr. Linewreaver. The Commissioner requires a very thorough 


examination of the financial or repayment ability of the irrigation 
district. 

Senator ELLENDER. How is that determined? Is it not determined 
by the money that is made by the farmers? 

Mr. Linewraver. By the crop returns. Also, the farmer's ex- 
penses. The fact that he is getting high prices does not always mean 
that he is getting more money clear. 

Senator Corpon. You have got to get $2 for every $1 if it Is a 
50-cent dollar. 

Senator ELLENDER. In the applications that have been submitted 
to you in the past are there any cases wherein you found that the 
farmers were obtaining enough money and the district was in a shi ape 
good enough not to have to come to the Government for money? 

Mr. Lineweaver. In several instances where the matter has been 
discussed, ves, sir. An instance its in the Yakima project the question 
of the Bureau recommending a rehabilitation and betterment alloca- 
tion was discussed with one district. They found that they could do 
the work themselves out of their current assessments and we did not 
propose a rehabilitation program for that district. 

Senator ELLeNDER. As I read this law, at any time that you find 
that that work is necessary in a particular district, then a survey will 
be made, an-estimate established, and if the district itself is unable to 
finance any rehabilitation project, Congress is asked for the money? 

Mr. LiIneweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So under this law, you can take this list and 
tear it up and start a new one? 
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Mr. Lineweaver. We cannot compel the district to enter into a 
contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. I know, but if they need rehabilitation and they 
can get the money from the Government, at low interest but payable 
in maybe 20, 25, or 50 years, whatever the Administrator desires to fix, 
of course they will come to you rather than use their own money. If 
the district uses its own funds and has to borrow, it will have to pay 
interest on it. If it uses money from the Government, no interest is 
due. 

Mr. Straus. I assume that to be the case but it is not always the 
case. They have decided that they would not exercise the privilege 
that Congress gave them for rehabilitation funds in district elections. 
I am sorry to state I am afraid the rehabilitation work will not be done 
by anybody. 

Senator ELtenver. I hope you do not use this act. You shall make 
the districts do it in those areas where they are doing so well. 

Mr. Srraus. I think we are in full agreement. That is our policy. 
We want them to do it. 

Senator ELteNnpeER. | hope you do it. I hope the committees of 
Congress will look into any representations you make that these things 
should be done at no Government expense. 

Mr. Srraus. The legislative committees require that we submit a 
rather lengthy report showing the basis of any findings we make. We 
do that regularly. Generally our position is that we think they ought 
to pay a good deal more than they are willing to pay. 

Senator ELLenpEerR. This authorization was made in 1949. Up 
to the moment you have already appropriated $6,763,240. I think 
that is doing very well. 

In this emergency, in 2 years you have spent a little over one-sixth 
of what is authorized. 

Mr. Srraus. That is in comparison with total reclamation programs 
over the years that the Congress has authorized, of approximately 
$2,000,000,000. 


ACTION ON REHABILITATION BY IRRIGATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Lineweaver. For the information of the committee, I would 
like to submit a statement showing what the irrigation districts 
are doing out of their annual assessments, with respect to rehabilita- 
tion and betterment. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT 


The surveys of existing projects made in 1947 and 1948, which form the basis 
for work included under the rehabilitation and betterment program, was effec- 
tive also in pointing out to the water users the degree to which some project 
structures and facilities had deteriorated during the long war period of labor 
and materials searcities. As a result, in addition to the work scheduled on some 
projects under the rehabilitation and betterment program, the water users of 
all projects, through their irrigation districts, have taken positive steps, to the 
extent of their ability, to accomplish as much rehabilitation as possible through 
assessment and expenditure of funds as a part of regular operation and mainte- 
nance. This is reflected in the ‘‘Replacements and improvements” item in the 


irrigation operation and maintenance budget, for which $791,549 was appro- 
priated in fiscal year 1950; $833,581 in fiscal year 1951; and for which $912,115 
has been requested for fiscal year 1952. These funds provide for replacement 
and improvement of structures, facilities, and equipment. 
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Mr. Lineweaver. At the moment I am not aware just what the 
total is for this year or for last year, but I think we can show that 
they are doing a fair job themselves out of current revenues. 


Missourt River Basin Prosecr 
JAMESTOWN DAM, N. DAK. 


Senator Haypen (presiding). Do you have some questions about 
the Missouri Basin, Senator Young? 

Senator Young. Mr. Chairman, I will not be able to be here tomor- 
row when you complete work on the Missouri Basin PeCree bec ‘ause 
[ want to go down to Camp Rucker, Ala., to visit some 15 North 
Dakota National Guard men. 

Last year’s appropriation contained funds to start a new project, 
Jamestown Dam, in North Dakota. Those funds were impounded 
by the Bureau of the Budget under an amendment adopted by 
Congress. 

I do not intend to ask for funds to start this new project in North 
Dakota if no new funds are inserted for any other project over the 
United States. I am not going to do that, even though I believe in 
North Dakota from this list, before us is the only reclamation State 
that does not have funds appropriated for construction in the next 
fiscal year. Jamestown Dam, I believe, is a very worth-while project. 
Some North Dakota people are going to appear in its behalf shortly. 


RESOLUTIONS 


If new projects are started, I think this is one of the most meritorious 
ones I know of. I would like . this point to have a resolution inserted 
in the record, supporting the Jamestown Dam, by the North Dakota 
State Legislature and another one by the Missouri-Souris Projects 
Association, 

Senator Haypen. That may be done. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
March 2, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McKE.LLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 

My Dear Senator: | am enclosing a resolution adopted by sl North Dakota 
Legislature regarding the proposed Jamestown Dam. 

I hope that this may be brought to the attention of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee when the Missouri Basin projects are considered. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, ; 
Mitton R. Younes, 
l'nited States Senator. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION I 
(Introduced by Senators Sandness, Feton, and Welander) 


A Concurrent Resolution petitioning the President of the United States and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to immediately make available to the 
Bureau of Reclamation from the appropriation provided therefor by Congress, 
or by transfer from budgeted carry-over, funds for continuing and com- 
pleting the investigation, planning, preconstruction work and preliminary 
design, and for starting construction on the Jamestown Unit, Missouri- 
Souris Division, of the Missouri Basin project 
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Be It Enacted by the Legislative Assembly of the State of North Dakota: 

Whereas periodical floods in the James River in North Dakota, particularly 
those which oecurred in 1943, 1948, and 1950, have damaged residential, commer- 
cial, industrial, and public property in the citv of Jamestown, North Dakota, in 
excess of $1,750,000, and have caused further damage to rural and urban property 
in downstream areas; and 

Whereas surveys and investigations by the North Dakota State Water Conser- 
vation Commission, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, show that when constructed the Jamestown dam and reser- 
voir will impound flood waters for the control and regulation of flows in the James 
River, in both North and South Dakota; and 

Whereas the Eighty-first Congress, second session, in view of these floods in 
this area, recommended that construction work on the Jamestown unit be started 
at the earliest possible date, and advanced the project to phase A (construction), 
and appropriated the sum of $750,000; and 

Whereas the Bureau of the Budget at the direction of the President did there- 
after impound the whole of said appropriation, leaving the Bureau of Reclamation 
without any funds with which to continue the necessary investigation, planning, 
preconstruction work, or preliminary design, or with which to undertake construc- 
tion on the unit; 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota, the House of Representa- 
tives concurring therein: That the President of the United States and the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget be, and they are hereby, urgently requested to release 
and restore and immediately make available to the Bureau of Reclamation from 
the appropriation provided therefor by Congress, or by the transfer from budgeted 
carry-over, funds to continue and complete the necessary investigation, surveys, 
planning, preconstruction work and preliminary design, and for starting con- 
struction of the Jamestown unit, Missouri-Souris Division, of the Missouri Basin 
project; and be it further 

Pesolved, That the Secretary of State be and he is hereby directed to mail a 
copy of this Resolution to the President of the United States, to the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget and to each of our Senators and Representatives in 
Congress. 

CERTIFICATE 


I hereby certify that the above is a true copy of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
I filed with this department. In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand 
and affixed the great seal of the State of North Dakota at the capitol in the city of 
Bismarck this 24th day of February A. D. 1951. 


[SEAL] Tuomas Hatt, Secretary of State. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
April 9, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McCKELLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator McKeurar: I am enclosing two resolutions adopted by the 
Missouri-Souris Projects Association at their annual meeting in Minot, N. Dak., 
on March 29. " 

[ hope that these resolutions will be presented to the Subcommittee on Interior 
Appropriations for such action as they may deem advisable at the time the com- 
mittee considers appropriations for the Interior Department. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely vours, 


Mitton R. Youna, 
United States Senator. 
JAMESTOWN Dam 


1. And he it further resolved, That whereas, the floods of 1948 and 1950, created 
property losses into the millions at Jamestown, N. Dak., Aberdeen, 8. Dak., and 
cities along the James, to and including Yankton, 8. Dak., as well as normal agri- 
cultural losses, and 

Whereas such floods constitute a major disaster in the valley, and a repetition 
thereof, can be expected; and 

Whereas the so-called Jamestown Dam and Reservoir, a part of the Missouri- 
Souris projects, in Mississippi Basin development, would protect the entire valley 
through the two States, from flood damage; Now therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That Congress be urged to make the necessary appropriations for the 
construction of such reservoir, such construction to be started at the earliest 
possible moment, and thus insure against future tremendous loss in town and 
country, and in this connection, we call attention of the Congress to the fact that 
except for the national emergency, and a directive of the President, such con- 
struction would now have been underway, through appropriations heretofore 
made for that purpose. This reservoir is a unit of the original plan, Pick-Sloan 
Basin development, and serves both flood-control and irrigation purposes. Of the 
two, at present flood control is the most vital. 


DiveRsSION Dam 


5. Be it further resolved, That the necessary appropriations for the commence- 
ment of the construction of the diversion dam, on the Missouri River in north- 
eastern Montana, be provided, so that it can remain in class A and actual work 
started during the fiscal vear of 1952, this having likewise been curtailed during 
the fiscal year of 1951 by Presidential directive, owing to the present emergency. 

It is our thought that these developments, in protection of our own people, 
and in the added food and fiber possibility through irrigation, should receive 
special consideration, even in an emergency. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Hatvor L. HALvorson, 
H. W. Lyons, 
H. S. Davies. 


CONSTRUCTION OF JAMESTOWN PAM 


Senator Youna. If construction funds were appropriated for James- 
town Dam, would vou be in a position to go ahead with the construc- 
tion next vear? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes, sir. We have shown by the tabulation 
submitted last Thursday and our statememt to the House committee, 
we requested $850,000 for fiscal vear 1952. We submitted that 


request to the Bureau of the Budget on the schedule that if that 
appropriation was made, we could let a contract the latter part of 
this year. 

I should make this further statement: that our problem there has 
been the authorization of the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir as a 
multiple-purpose structure. We have felt that under the authoriza- 
tion that we had to make provision for the irrigation, as well as for the 
flood control, as there is no irrigation unit now organized. That has 
been a very difficult proposition, but the Commissioner last fall took 
this position——that we would build a flood-contrel unit there to the 
extent of the site possible at Jamestown for a flood project assuming, 
we had approval of that procedure, of course. — reason for action 
is that almost periodically for the last 2 or 3 years the city of 
Jamestown has been inundated, or a good deal of it has been, by 
repeated floods and an emergency exists. 

Senator Youna. The same is true for the whole area below James- 
town down to Aberdeen, S. Dak; is it not? 

Mr. Linewraver. The whole area below Jamestown has been 
affected. 

Another problem we have had is determining through cooperation 
with the Corps of Engineers the flood-control benefits which would 
justify the ape: tion of a single-purpose dam which would be pri- 
mi arily and almost entire ly for flood control. 

Both Mr. Straus and myself have been to Jamestown. We know the 
views of the people there. We flew over the site. We have had re- 
peated representations from the city of Jamestown, as you have, 
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Senator Young. Iam sure we have gotten copies of all the representa- 
tions made to you. We have felt that the Bureau had an obligation to 
do something to give the city of Jamestown protection. As to how 
that can be done and to make sure that we can go ahead with the flood- 
control structure, possibly with the irrigation and conservation features 
deferred, is something we are prepared to receive instruction and carry 
them out in accordance with the will of the Congress, as they may be 
laid down for us. It is quite true that the $750,000 that was appropri- 
ated last year, and included in the appropriation for the Missourt Basin 
last year for Jamestown Dam, was impounded by the Bureau of the 
Budget under section 1214 of the General Appropriation Act. 

Senator Youna. This was an Army engineers’ project until about 2 
years ago when I was instrumental—at least to some extent, in liaving 
it transferred to the Bureau of Reclamation, as a project, because I 
believed it more properly fitted into the reclamation program in North 
Dakota. Had it been left as an Army engineering project, it might 
well have been justified and used for just flood- control purposes, 


JAMESTOWN PROJECT AUTHORIZED 


Mr. LINnEwraveR May I say that the Jamestown Dam and 
Reservoir is included in Senate Document 191 which is the basic 
authorization to the Bureau of Reclamation for the Missouri Basin 
project? At the same time the Corps of Engineers also in its report 
took the position that the construction of this Jamestown Reservoir 
and Dam was authorized as a flood-control measure for construction 
by it. It does fit in with the original reclamation plan for the Missouri- 
Souris development in North Dakota of the Missouri Basin project 
and is the farthest eastward facility that was originally planned in 
connection with that project. 

Senator Youn«. This river runs just a few miles from my own farm, 
and right past the town in which I live. In the last 2 or 3 years many 
farmers living adjacent to it have been putting in irrigation pumping 
equipment for pumping water out of the river. Water supply even 
for that purpose would not be adequate at all if there happened to be 
a dry year, would it? 

Mr. Linewraver. No, sir. 

Senator Younae. This dam would help quite a little in providing 
extra water for these projects? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes, sir; it would stabilize the agricultural 
economy of not only your section in North Dakota, but of the area 
down in South Dakota along the James River toward Aberdeen, as 
you have pointed out. This would be especially true in case of 
drought, such as came in the thirties. 

Senator Youna. A farmer near Oakes, N. Dak., is investing about 
$15,000 in pumping and other equipment with which to irrigate about 
1,000 acres of alfalfa. This alone would go a long ways in providing 
security for the livestock industry in that neighborhood. 

Senator Haypen. How far do they have to go to their wells to get 
water? 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, in the area of Oakes, which is 
about 60 miles below the dam, they are pumping quite a little now for 
irrigation. 

Senator Haypen. To what depth, 50 feet? 100 feet? 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 1201 


Senator Younc. No. In that area I do not suppose it is over 30 
feet. 

Senator Haypen. Our experience in Arizona is that the ground 
water goes down as we put more and more pumps in. Now we are 
going enormous distances for the water. If vou have a reservoir 
and put surface water on the land, it goes down and vou get a third 
of it back by way of return flow from the wells. 

Senator Young. That is exactly the same experience we are having 
there. The water level is going down as more pumping projects are 
put in use. While we may have a big flood in the spring of the year, 
we often experience a drought period during the summer. Through 
irrigation possibly three crops of alfalfa could be raised in an ordinary 
year. Under present conditions we produce on the average of one 
or two crops. 

I am afraid many of these farmers are making rather unwise invest- 
ments in irrigation equipment, unless more water is assured in the 
future. 

Senator Haypen. Were there any other questions, Senator? 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Aandahl, former 
Governor of North Dakota, presented an amendment on the House 
side which I believe is necessary, if this project goes through. Does 
the Bureau of Reclamation support that amendment? 

Mr. LiIneweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Youne. That amendment will be presented later, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I would like to submit a statement for the 
record on the Jamestown situation, which will give a little more data 
than what I have sketchily put in. 

Senator Haypen. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON THE JAMESTOWN UNIT 


The Jamestown unit comprises 22,000 acres of irrigable land, Jamestown Dam 
and Reservoir, a pumping plant, and irrigation distribution system. The dam 
will provide much-needed flood control for the city of Jamestown and other towns 
and for farm land in North and South Dakota. It will impound return irrigation 
flows from the Crosby-Mohall area for diversion to Jamestown unit irrigable 
lands, and is also to serve 30,000 acres of irrigable land in the Oakes unit. 

Jamestown Dam is an integral part of the general irrigation plan for the Mis- 
souri-Souris division. However, its purpose is threefold: irrigation, municipal 
water, and flood control. Disastrous floods the last few years, and especially in 
the spring of 1950, point up the need for construction of the dam prior to its 
actual use as part of the Missouri-Souris division plan. In addition, the city of 
Jamestown, and other towns downstream, are in need of additional water for 
municipal use. 

In order to expedite work on the Jamestown unit a special report is now being 
prepared for submittal to the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation early 
in fiseal year 1952. This report, which will be part of the unit definite plan re- 
port, will include flood-control data as recently furnished by the Corps of Engi- 
neers as well as preliminary design data for the Chief Engineer. Construction 
funds were specifically provided by the Congress in the fiscal vear 1951 Appro- 
priation Act, but were impounded under section 1214 of the act by the Bureau 
of the Budget, thereby deferring construction activities. 

It is highly desirable that work be started on Jamestown Dam at the earliest 
possible date to provide protection against the recurrence of major floods similar 
to the one which resulted in extensive damage to downstream municipalities and 
farms in the spring of 1950. The development of irrigation distributive works 
would be deferred pending further investigations and plans for the lands to be 


irrigated. The Bureau is prepared to proceed with the construction of Jan 
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town Dam, for immediate flood-control benefits only at this time, if so instructed 
by the Congress and if funds are provided for this purpose. 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Haypen. For ‘General administrative expenses” appear- 
ing on page 17, line 15, of the bill, the budget estimate is $6,000,000 ; 
the House allowed $5,500,000 and the Department is requesting an 
increase of $500,000 over the House figure to provide the full amount 
of the estimate. 

LANGUAGE DELETION REQUESTED 


The Department is also requesting deletion of the following pro- 
vision on page 17, beginning line 20: 


Provided, further, That not exceeding $150,000 of funds available for expenditure 
under this appropriation shall be used for salaries and expenses in connection 
with information work 


JUSTIFICATION 


The justification filed by the Department on these two amendments 
will go in the record at this point. 
(The justification referred to is as follows:) 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
(Estimate, $6,000,000; act, $6,864,000) 
(House hearings, pt. 1, pp. 809-818; pt. 2, p. 1770) 
(P. 17, lines 15 and 20 to 23) 


(1) Page 17, line 15, strike out “$5,500,000” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$6,000,- 
000’’—the estimate, or an increase of $500,000 in the appropriation. 

(2) Page 17, lines 20 to 23 inclusive, after the word ‘“‘expenses’”’ strike out the 
following: ‘“‘: Provided further, That not exceeding $150,000 of funds available 
for expenditure under this appropriation shall be used for salaries and expenses 
in connection with information work.”’ 


HOUSE REPORT 


“The committee has approved $5,500,000 for the general administrative 
expenses of the Bureau of Reclamation, including the offices in Washington and 
Denver and the regional offices. This compares with the current year amount of 
$6,864,000, after reductions under section 1214, and represents a reduction of 
$500,000 below the 1952 estimate of $6,000,000. The committee has received 
reports of inefficiencies and overstaffing in the Bureau of Reclamation in several 
parts of the country. Hoarding valuable personnel, including engineers and 
other technicians whose services might much better be applied to the national 
defense effort, is inexcusable. While testimony indicates that the Bureau of 
teclamation is giving attention to its personnel requirements by self-imposed 
ceilings, the reduction of construction and other reclamation activities makes it 
imperative that the Bureau of Reclamation vigorously reduce administrative 
and other personnel and take firm action toward consolidating its regional and 
district organizations and eliminating duplications.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Explanation of amendment (1).—The amendment restores the reduction of 
$500,000 made by the House in the budget estimate for this appropriation. The 
amount to be distributed to activities as follows: 
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Appropri- Budget esti- | House bill, Restorat ir 


Activity ated, 1951 mate, 1952 1952 requester 


General administrative expenses 
Departmental and Denver offices $3, OR8, 500 $2, 913, 500 $2, 673, 500 ; 000 
Regional offices 775, 500 } O86, 500 2 826, 500 000 


lotal 6, 864, 000 6, 000, 000 5, 500, 000 000 


A breakdown of the restoration request by objects of expenditure follows: 


Personal services $450, 000 
Travel 20, 000 
Other contractual services 20, 000 
Equipment 10, 000 


Total 500, 000 


The Bureau is requesting an appropriation of $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1952. 
This is a reduction of $864,000 from the fiscal vear 1951 appropriation after 
reduction under section 1214. Scheduled reductions in personnel will reduce 1952 
costs below 1951 by $574,000. Attrition due to loss of personnel to defense 
agencies and industries and to armed services is expected to provide the further 
reduction of $290,000 to keep within the 1952 estimate. 

\ further reduction in general administrative expenses will seriously handicap 
the Bureau in the administration of its program in fiscal year 1952. The 1952 
budget estimate is $864,000, or 12.6 percent below the appropriaton for 1951 
after reduction under section 1214. The House has imposed a further reduction 
of $500,000 or 8.3 percent resulting in a total reduction below 1951 of $1,364,000, 
or 20 percent. This compares with an over-all Bureau reduction of 18.2 percent, 
with a reduction in the construction estimate of 19.2 percent. 

The two tabulations set out below show (1) a comparison of the fiscal year 1951 
net appropriation with the fiscal vear 1952 budget estimate, and (2) a comparison 
of the fiscal vear 1951 net appropriation with amount in the House bill for fiscal 
year 1952. 


Comparison of fiscal year 1951 net appropriation with fiscal year 1952 budget estimate 


Net appro- | Budget esti- Amount of | Percentage 
priated, 1951 mate, 1952 reduction of reduction 


otal Bureau estimate 271, 544,000 | $252, 075, 000 $19, 469, 000 
Construction and rehabilitation estimate 243, 733, 000 223, 690, 000 20, 043, 000 
Gener 1] administrative expenses estimate », 864, 000 6, 000, 000 864, 000 


Comparison of fiscal year 1951 appropriation with House bill for fiscal year 1952 


Net appro- House bill, Amount of | Percentage 
priated, 1951 1952 reduction (of reduction 


% 


Total Bureau estimate $271, 544,000 | $222, 094, 000 $49, 450, 000 


Construction and rehabilitation estimate 243, 733, 000 197, 000, 000 416, 733, 000 
General administrative expenses estimate 6, 864, 000 5, 500, 000 1, 364, 000 | 


The net appropriation figures shown in the 1951 column of the above tabula- 
tions exclude $53,950,000 withheld by the Bureau of the Budget under authority 
of section 1214 of the 1951 appropriation bill. 

The reduction in general administrative expenses is excessive, especially in 
view of the fact that a reduction in funds for programed activities does not neces- 
sarily result in immediate and proportional reduction in administrative costs. 
The reduction of funds for a project or activity usually increases administrative 
problems, since a reduction in program funds requires complete rescheduling, in- 
volving major operating and administrative rearrangements as well as changes in 
technical aspects of the project. Reprograming of the Bureau’s projects and 
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activities, now in progress and expected to continue during the remainder of the 
current fiscal year and through most of fiscal vear 1952, is causing a major increase 
in many aspects of the executive and administrative workload. The impact of 
the defense program must be administratively handled in the Bureau’s offices in 
Washington and the regions. The effect on personnel is monumental, Construc- 
tion contracts are no longer routine; each becomes a special event. Power and 
other activities specially directed to the defense effort must be administratively 
pushed, while irrigation, municipal water, and other facilities require greater 
attention in the emergency. Administration at the Washington and regional 
levels of operation and maintenance activities of the Bureau’s expanding irriga- 
tion and power systems with attendant problems increase rather than decrease 
the load from this standpoint. Readjustment and redirection of the general in- 
vestigation program likewise increase the administrative responsibilities. Limited 
funds and special appropriations have to be policed and utilized to maximum ad- 
vantage. Equipment conservation is a big job. In view of this situation the 
proposed reduction of 12.6 percent from present levels of administrative opera- 
tions will require skillful planning and the most efficient methods if the Bureau is 
to successfully discharge its augmented executive and administrative responsi- 
bilities. 

The Bureau has scheduled funds for its Washington office at a level sufficient 
for the purpose of handling Bureau-wide problems involved in program reduction, 
and rescheduling and integration of Bureau operations with the defense effort. 
Should the national situation require greater effort at the regional level and less 
in Washington, the fund allotments would be adjusted accordingly. 

Explanation of amendment (2).—The amendment proposes the removal of the 
limitation placed on information work to permit flexible operation of the infor- 
mation program in meeting public demands. Information activities are conducted 
in both departmental and regional offices of the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
press, radio, and public look primarily to the Washington information office and 
the seven widely separated key offices as their primary sources of information 
concerning the reclamation program. Under the limitation of $150,000 the 
Bureau is unable adequately to supply the press, radio, and public with requested 
information and with general informational literature which is constantly sought 
by persons interested in our program. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTION IN GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 


Senator HaypEen. Do you have a statement on the effect of the 
House reduction in the general administration expense? 

Mr. LINEWEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. I would like to get that in the record along with 
the Jensen amendment. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The reduction of $500,000 imposed by the House 
in the general administrative expenses appropriation, if not restored, 
will impose a serious handicap in the administration of the Bureau’s 
program during fiscal year 1952. The budget estimate is already 
$864,000 below the net 1951 appropriation. The proposed cut would 
make a reduction of 19.9 percent below fiscal year 1951. 

Administrative costs in times of expanding or reducing programs 
are not in direct proportion to program changes. The reduction of 
funds for project work and other activities increases the adminis- 
trative problems. A reduction in program funds requires complete 
rearrangement of construction schedules, transfers and separation of 
employees, and similar problems. The impact of the defense program 
is administratively handled in the Bureau’s offices in Washington and 
in the regions. Reprograming of the Bureau’s projects and activities 
is now in progress and will continue through most of fiscal year 1952. 
Limited funds and special appropriations must be policed and utilized 
to maximum advantage. 

The Bureau has » scheduled funds for its administrative 


offices for 1952 at a level which is 12.6 percent below the current 
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level of operations, and to discharge its executive and administrative 
responsibilities within such funds, skillful planning and the employ- 
ment of the most efficient methods will be required. Any further 
reduction below the budget estimate of $6,000,000 will necessitate the 
elimination of services essential to the efficient operation of the 
Bureau’s program. 

In the Washington office of the Commissioner, financed from these 
funds, a 20-percent reduction is being put into effect and the number 
of employees will be reduced from 380 to approximately 300 early in 
fiscal year 1952. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL 


On page 81 of the House hearings, we have a very full statement in 
support of the budget estimates of $6,000,000 for “General adminis- 
trative expenses.”’ 

The Bureau has, as the Commissioner stated in his opening state- 
ment, proceeded to work out its personnel problem by self-imposed 
ceilings, beginning last July. As a result of those ceilings, the em- 
ployment of the Bureau has been reduced from 19,000 at the peak of 
the construction season of last vear to about 16,500 on the Ist day of 
May. Our purpose is to reach an average for fiscal year 1952 of 
15,000 man-years. 

The “General administrative expenses’ figured in that work be- 
cause the “General administration’ funds are used for the operation 
of the Washington office, or certain branches of the Commissioner's 
office at Denver, and for the administrative activities of the seven 
regional offices. 

HOUSE ACTION 


The House committee reduced the amount by $500,000 to a total 
of $5,500,000 as compared with $7,200,000 that was appropriated 
last vear, and of which the Budget Bureau impounded something 
over $300,000. 

I may mention also that the House, while making reductions on the 
floor in the construction and general investigation items, did not touch 
the “General administrative expenses item.’ It let the $5,500,000 
stand as reported by the committee. We believe and urge that the 
restoration of the $500,000 should be made. 


JENSEN AMENDMENT 


Senator HaypEen. What does the Jensen amendment do to you 
after that? 

Mr. Lineweaver. As the Commissioner stated, the Jensen amend- 
ment will add a 20-percent cut to the 14'-percent reduction we have 
already made, which would result in a 34's-percent reduction and would 
be very severe. The point is that this drastic or slaughtering reduc- 
tion would, in effect, make a program reduction, not only as to con- 
struction, but in operation and maintenance, as well as in our general 
investigation forces. 

Senator Youna. How would this affect transmission-line-building 
projects out in the Missouri Basin? 

Mr. Lineweaver. I am glad you mentioned that, Senator, because, 
as the Jensen amendment now reads, it would slow down the work, 
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because we would be permitted to fill only one vacancy out of four 
that would occur. 

Assuming we would have 16,000 employees, our turn-over, based on 
our experience in 1951, would be such that we would be severely 
crippled. 

I will submit a statement for the record on that showing what we 
have done and how the amendment would affect the program, both 
on the transmission lines and other construction, would be adversely 
affected as well as operation and maintenance and general investiga- 
tions, 

What is especially disturbing is the fact the Jensen amendment 
would adversely affect operation and maintenance employees on 
power and transmission system as well as the irrigation system. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


EFFECT OF THE JENSEN AMENDMENT 


Application of the Jensen amendment would impose an extreme penalty on 
Reclamation for economies already placed in effect by the Bureau during the past 
vear to cut its number of employees. To assess, beyond the Bureau’s self-admin- 
istered reduction of approximately 14!» percent, another drastic cut of such pro- 
portion as the Jensen 20-percent cut would cause serious program limitations. 

Many of our construction projects have reached the absolute minimum num- 
ber of employees considered necessary to proceed under the Bureau’s and the 
contractors’ construction schedules. For example, to drop below the current 
Bureau-approved ceiling of 388 employees for the Hungry Horse project would 
jeopardize the guaranty that Reclamation’s standards for construction will be 
complied with and the Government’s investment properly secured by sound 
construction methods. 

Numerous illustrations are available to show that if the Jensen amendment 
were applied to Reclamation’s large seasonal work program the limitation would 
operate to absolutely prevent attainment of goals. Investigations, construction, 
operation, and maintenance of water and power facilities—all would miss their 
target for required accomplishment. 

The Washington staff offices of the Bureau will be nearing a reduction of 20 
percent for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951. The Branch of Design and 
Construction in Denver has made a reduction of some 353 employees, during 
this year, which represents well over 20 percent. Other staff offices in Denver 
and in the regions also have made major downward adjustments in numbers. 
In connection with these reductions functional consolidations have been made 
only after careful study and discussion to insure that they will not interfere with 
the efficient prosecution of the program. We will continue studies of our organ- 
ization so that our aims and purposes of minimum staff with continuing efficiency 
may be accomplished. The Jensen amendment provisions are unworkable in 
accomplishing such aims and purposes. We earnestly recommend that it be 
stricken from the bill. 

Results of this proposed language on various Reclamation projects are here- 
with provided for the record to support this recommendation. 

Specific illustrations are included in the sampling from the following Bureau 
operations: 

(1) Region 1 (Boise. Idaho, headquarters) in general and the Columbia 
Basin and Hungry Horse projects. 

(2) Region 2 (Sacramento, Calif., headquarters) in general and the San 
Joaquin Valley district. 

(3) The Rio Grande project, El Paso, Tex., in region 5 (Amarillo, Tex., 
headquarters). 

(4) Region 6 (Billings, Mont., headquarters) in general. 

(5) Region 7 (Denver, Colo., headquarters) in general and the South 
Platte River district. 

(6) The Denver staff offices of the Commissioner. 


REGION 1 


1. Operation and maintenance 
To operate and maintain irrigation and power projects under proposed limitation 
would seriously curtail activities and would definitely be adverse to Bureau’s 
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poliey and commitments to keep projects in shape acceptable to the water users 
as well as protecting the Government’s investment. The operation and mainte- 
nance of these projects is on a seasonal basis with the exeeption, in part, of power 
production, There are power-plant operations coordinated with irrigation water 
releases thus requiring only seasonal or temporary operations. 

Operating these projects on a minimum safetv factor could seriously damage the 
project works and in turn place the Bureau in a position of being guilty of neglect 
and violating its commitments to the water users and the responsibilities imposed 
by Congress and by law. Also the Bureau would be inviting damage suits which 
could reach large amounts. 

The maintenance of power facilities is also on a seasonal basis with additional 
employees required on @ temporary basis. 

Should the proposed limitation be imposed the resignation of an employee such 
as a ditch rider or power-plant operator would abolish that position except by 
transfer within the organization which would occur only in rare cases. This would 
make it impossible to carry out the operation and maintenance program as these 
activities are carried on with minimum required personnel. A project must be 
operated as an integrated unit. A power plant cannot be operated in part nor 
can water be delivered to only a part of the project area. 

Je Effect on seasonal employment 

To illustrate the effect of the limitation, if it had been in effect during fiscal vear 
1950 in the region as applied to the following actual employment, it is obvious that 
ordinary seasonal trends alone would have operated to absolutely prevent attain- 
ment of program goals 


Unclassified 


Employment as of date employees 


June 30, 1949 
Sept. 30, 1949 
Dec. 31, 1949 
Mar. 31, 1950 
June 30, 1950 


From the above it”appears our maximum ceiling in effect for classified employees 
would have been 21388 (i. e. 2128 plus 25 percent of 2169-2128) or a reduction of 
approximately 800 needed positions. In the same manner unclassified employ- 
ment could never have exceeded 982 or a loss of approximately 250. Or further, 
from our interpretation of the proposed legislation it appears that during 1950 it 
could have been required, for example if sufficient vacancies had occurred, that for 
classified emplovees a reduction be made to not exceeding 80 percent of 2,169, the 
employment figure as of July 1, 1950, or 1,735 employees. This compared to the 
2,905 actually employed on June 30, 1950, means that we would have had 1,170 
less emplovees at this peak period which points out the impossibility of performing 
anywhere near the required program. 


3. New starts 


In the event of new starts and should the limitation govern, the only alternative 
to filling personnel requirements would be by transfer from existing projects 
already limited. The net effect would be to eliminate new starts unless going 
projects are to suffer this additional curtailment. 

,. Construction 

Large projects being constructed to irrigate new acreages and produce addi- 
tional power are being prosecuted vigorously to meet goals expected by Congress 
and which the Congress has given sanction to by large appropriations. To meet 
the expectations of the Congress sufficient personnel must be available to perform 
among others the following functions: 

(a) Preparation and issuance of specifications and award of contracts. 
(b) Servicing contracts. 

(c) Procurement of materials and supplies. 

(d) Carry on land development program. 

To carry on an integrated construction program harmonious with climatic 
conditions and contractors’ schedules it will be necessary to provide sufficient 
professional and administrative personnel. To effect a nonrecoverable reduction 
in personnel will affect the construction program two ways—less supervision 
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and inspection of contractors’ activities which is not commensurate with Bureau's 
policy or prolonging the construction program contrary to the mandates of Con- 
gress. Construction of Hungry Horse and Columbia Basin projects in this region 
are specific examples of the above discussion. 


REGION 1--HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT, MONTANA 


On the basis of our experience during the 1950 construction season and par- 
ticularly during the first four months of calendar year 1951, it is estimated that 
by June 30, 1951, this project will be understaffed by 120 positions if the subject 
bill stands as passed by the House. The 120 vacancy figure is computed at 
follows and is predicated on the basis of starting fiscal year with full complement 
of 388 employees: 


1. Permanent year-round employees fiscal year 1952 ; 338 
2. Turn-over per year at rate of 3 percent per month 121 
38. Seasonal employees fiscal year 1952 50 
4. Turn-over for 6 months at rate of 5 percent per month__ - 15 
5. Recruitment to replace entire crew of seasonal employees next 

vear 50 
6. Total vacancies occurring during fiscal year 1952 186 
7. Replacements under 25 percent restriction 47 
8. Transfers from within agency at rate of 10 percent of total va- 

cancies 19 
9. Total vacancies which could not be filled, No. 6 minus total of 

No. 7 and No. 8 ' . re 120 


Turn-over rates shown in No. 2 and No. 5 slightly higher than those presently 
experiencing. However, all indications are for great increase in turn-over as 
defense effort becomes more intensified and project nears completion. Worsening 
of international situation would greatly accelerate this loss. Transfer rate of 
10 percent shown in No. 7 is below what now experiencing, but expect less transfers 
as other projects reduce staffs as result of this rider. Figure of even 10 percent 
may be optimistic. 

All calculations based on the 25 percent replacement factor being allowed on 
individual project basis rather than department as a whole. If not, would have 
to know replacement ratio allocated to Hungry Horse to conspute effect of rider. 
Calculations also based on assumption that 80 percent minimum would be on 
Department-wide basis, not by individual projects. If so, Hungry Horse could 
fall far below 80 percent of 388 employees, if Department as a whole did not fall 
below 80 percent. 

The current approved fourth quarter fiscal year 1951 ceiling of 388 is the 
absolute minimum number of employees which I consider necessary to continue 
the construction of this project under the present construction schedule and still 
guarantee that Bureau’s standards for construction will be complied with and 
Government’s investment properly secured by sound construction methods. 

No other alternative, such as further utilization of time or retention of temporary 
appointees to assure adequate staffing in the face of such limitation, can be fore- 
seen since the entire organization is now on a 6-day week, and a large percentage of 
temporary appointed are students who are expected to return to school in the fall. 
Only other alternative appears to be the utilization of administrative personnel to 
staff field vacancies during the construction season, a condition which is regarded 
as completely detrimental to administrative processes as well as highly unsatis- 
factory from the construction standpoint. 

Further complication of maintaining adequate staffing requirements has been 
increased rate of turn-over past 4 months resulting from attraction of profes- 
sional and subprofessional employees to defense agencies which invariably offer 
a grade promotion. Since this condition is expected to continue throughout 
fiscal year 1952 and undoubtedly exists on other projects within the agency, 
interagency transfers are not expected to offer any relief to the 25-percent 
limitation. 

Our conclusion, therefore, that present bill would result in an accelerated decline 
of project organization during the remainder of current construction season which 
demands that attrition in positions immediately vital to the continuation of con- 
struction be supplemented by utilization of administrative personnel. Immediate 
effect would be abandonment of guide service program to accomodate more than 
200,000 visitors a season, further postponement of reservoir area topographic 
surveys already acutely scheduled due to short remaining time before water stor- 
age, general retardation of entire construction schedule due to delays imposed upon 
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contractors by shortage of qualified field personnel, and relaxation of established 
controls to assure economie and efficient use of Government funds. 


REGION 1 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Employment data available for the Bureau of Reclamation’s Columbia Basin 
project illustrate the serious effects which could be expected to result from adop- 
tion of a requirement that only 25 percent of vacancies could be filled until total 
employment falls to a level of 80 percent of that available on July 1, 1951. 

If the so-called Jensen amendment had been in effect since January 1, 1951, 
a very serious dislocation in the Columbia Basin project organization would have 
occurred by April 30. The total employment for this organization alone on 
January 1, was approximately 2,490. In the 4-month period to April 30, 
voluntary separations over which there is relatively no administrative control, 
numbered 508. Total separations were 516. Twenty-seven percent of the latter 
were unclassified laborers. By replacing only 25 percent of the total separations, 
or 129, the organizational total would have been 2,053 on April 30, instead of 
2,392, which was actual. 

Sixty percent of the above total separations was in the classified grades of 
GS-5 and below. Project employees in grades GS-5 and below are mostly sub- 
professional engineering and clerical employees whose work is essential to ade- 
quate supervision of the construction program. It is obvious that the organiza- 
tion would have been seriously and involuntarily out of balance on April 30, 
with reduced capacity for efficient operation. 

The Columbia Basin project total employment in carrying out the congres- 
sionally approved construction and operation and maintenance program for fiscal 
vear 1951 is scheduled to drop from 2,490 at January 1, 1951, to 2,250 on June 30, 
1951. For the proposed construction and operation and maintenance programs 
for fiscal year 1952, the employment is scheduled to drop to an average through- 
out the vear of approximately 1,800 man-years. This programed reduction 
exceeds 20 percent, but it will be controlled to avoid the pitfalls that would result 
from the uncontrollable operations of the Jensen amendment. 

It is probable that similar uncontrollable rates of separations would be experi- 
enced on other projects so that the objectionable and undesirable dislocation 
could not be corrected by intra-Bureau transfers. Maintenance of a balanced 
organization would become impossible since the incidence of separations would 
not be subject to administrative control. 


REGION 2-—-SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Critical situation at present is San Joaquin Valley District which is engaged in 
expediting construction of distribution systems. Their experience during the past 
year shows that they had 269 separations, of which 53 were clerical, 104 were en- 
gineering aides, 27 were GS-5 and GS-7, 5 were GS-9 and GS-11, and 80 were 
craftsmen, laborers, and others. Percentagewise, they had a turnover of 34.7 
percent during the first 10 months of this year. 38.7 percent of these separations 
was in the critical field of engineering aides. Only 1.9 percent of these separations 
was in the grades GS-9 and GS-11, all the remainder being in the lower grades, 
craftsmen and laborers. Present requirement for personnel for construction or 
distribution systems.is increasing in light of urgent need for distribution systems 
to fully utilize water of the Friant Kern Canal. The effect of amendment to the 
Appropriation Act to this situation would not only stop recruitment of essential 
personnel to carry out the program but would seriously affect the ability to carry 
out any program due to heavy loss of survey and other essential personnel to carry 
out such a program. 

Region in general 


Study of separations in region 2 for the first 10 months of this fiscal year, 
caused in large part by induction of personnel into Armed Forces, as well as more 
remunerative offers being received by our employees from outside sources, indi- 
cates that the effect would be to reduce the organization into an ineffective 
-balance so as to raise a question as to whether or not any kind of program could 
be carried out. 

During the first 10 months of the year the personnel turn-over of this region 
amounted to 35.8 percent. Of the total separations 21.3 percent were clerical, 
28.4 percent were engineering aides, 7.1 percent were engineers in GS-5 and 
GS-7, 3.4 percent were engineers GS-9 and above, and 40 percent consisted of 
laborers, craftsmen, and others. In other words, the bulk of separations con- 
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sisted of employees in the lower grades engaged in actual production work which, 
if not replaced, would result in gradual stoppage of work or indefinite delay in 
the completion of programed work. 


REGION I RIO GRANDE PROJECT, NEW MEXICO-TEXAS 


The Jensen amendment to the fiscal year 1952 Department of the Interior 
appropriation bill, as any over-all or irrational blanket restriction on personnel 
employment, has the prospect of placing a severe handicap on the project. 

Using the number of employees of the project at the present time (371) as 
the number that will be on the rolls July 1, 1951, our personnel ceiling under the 
Jensen rider would be 297, or 74 employees less than at present. These 74 
employees could not be replaced when needed for either the maintenance season 
which begins about January 1, or the irrigation season which begins the following 
spring. 

Funds provided for operation and maintenance are usually so limited and must 
be so drastically accounted for as to eliminate the possibility of having a surplus 
of employees. They do not even permit adequate employee-training programs, 
or understudies, to effectively fill vacancies when they occur. That is often true 
and especially with respect to key positions. In fact, it is difficult to provide 
satisfactory service and adequate maintenance to keep the works up and in service 
as they shoud be, and the projects functioning properly. 

On an operating project such as E] Paso, Government forces perform all of the 
work required to produce results and provide service. This requires the employ- 
ment of large numbers of operators, craftsmen, skilled workers, and laborers under 
wage-board procedure in addition to graded classified employees in administrative 
and supervisory positions. To provide continuous uninterrupted service requires 
that a fixed number of operating positions or stations, such as ditchrider, canal 
patrolman, gate tender, pump operator, power plant operator, substation operator, 
line patrolman, ete., must be filled or manned at all times. Equipment operators, 
craftsmen, skilled workers, and laborers must be employed and separated as 
needed to meet the varying workload required to properly maintain and improve 
the projects’ irrigation and power systems and works in serviceable condition at 
all times. 

On an operating irrigation project in particular much of the work is seasonal. 
The major portion of maintenance and improvement work must be done during 
the nonirrigation season which requires the employment of an increased number of 
wage-board employees during these periods. On the other hand, extra operating 
personnel, particularly canal patrolmen, must be employed during the irrigation 
season. Also emergencies, such as flood damage, canal breaks, etc., arise which 
require prompt or immediate attention and the employment of extra men to 
minimize interruptions or restore service as soon as possible. 

The project manager asks, since operating positions are required to be filled at 
all times and there are a fixed number required to provide continuous service, 
How can vacancies be permitted to exist in them? With varying seasonal work- 
load and the extra forces required during the nonirrigation season, September to 
March, how can the work be accomplished with 80 percent of the number of 
employees on July 1? How can operating employees, such as canal patrolmen, 
laid off or furloughed at the close of the irrigation season, be reemployed at the 
beginning of the next irrigation season under the 25- to 80-percent limitations. 


EFFECT OF JENSEN AMENDMENT, REGION 6 BILLINGS, MONT. 


’ 


Region 6 in general 


With respect to construction projects in region 6, most of them are currently 
understaffed for proper servicing of contractors’ schedules on a normal 40-hour 
workweek basis. Several projects are already on an overtime basis in an attempt 
to maintain the proper control over contractors’ schedules. This current condi- 
tion is a normal one in this region because of our attempt to reach the maximum 
construction accomplishments during a relative short construction season without 
having to resort to excessive hiring and laying off of key people and to keep our 
permanent force down to the Very minimum so as to avoid the necessity of pro- 
viding additional housing. 

We are anticipating a high rate of attrition and, with these construction projects 
currently in operation, the 80-percent level would be reached early in this sum- 
mer’s construction season and would result in the following conditions: 

(a) With insufficient inspection, we could not be assured that construction was 
being performed in accordance with specification requirements. This would 
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leave the quality of the work on certain features entirely to the contractor, which 
would probably result in high replacement and maintenance costs at a later date 

(b) Delay in obtaining engineering data required in final design probably 
would result in delays in furnishing construction drawings to contractors, thereby 
creating a basis for claims by the contractor as a result of delays. 

(c) The lack of sufficient personnel to adequately cover all phases of the work, 
inspection reports and field notes may result in a lack of sufficient information to 
successfully defend or deny claims submitted by a contractor. 

The major part of planning cost is for personal services. Any changes it 
available personnel means nearly proportionate changes in the amount of work 
that can be accomplished. The planning program approved by the Budget 
Bureau and the House is predicated on the assumption that we can maintain the 
present planning force, on the average, during fiscal vear 1952. The decrease in 
available personnel that the Jensen amendment will require would mean that 
we cannot expect to meet the planning program proposed in H. R. 3790. The 
jobs that cannot be filled, under the amendment, represent about $925,000 worth 
of work in fiscal vear 1952 

Presuming a return to normal operations in fiscal vear 1953, the results o 
amendment to planning will be: 

a) Three division studies will be eliminated. These divisions cover 10 units 
The loss of this vear’s work plus the stop and start loss will delay completion of 
the division’s work and preconstruction work on the units an average of 2 vears. 

(b) Six division studies will be retarded. These divisions cover 15 units that 
will be adversely affected. Division and unit work completion will be delayed an 
average of 1 vear. 

(c) Six units now in phase B may have to be eliminated, the program for four 
other units will be reduced. Kach of these preconstruction survevs will be 
delaved 1 year beyond currently scheduled completion dates. 

(d) The loss in shifting personnel from eliminated jobs to others and the cost 
of stop and go work will increase the cost of all investigations affected about 10 
percent. Fixed costs, spread over the extended investment period will increase 
cost of delaved units and divisions by another 10 to 20 percent. Thus the cost 
of investigations on units’ directly affected will be increased 20 to 30 percent 
Project wide, reducing the planning force as prescribed by the amendment will 
increase over-all cost of Missouri River Basin project investigations about 5 
percent. 

We consider it particularly important that the planning work be pushed during 
the emergency period to 

(a) Ready jobs for immediate and rapid construction should the emergency 
become serious enough or prolonged enough to make expansion of power produc- 
tion, food and fiber production, or other related defense work essential to the 
Nation’s security. 

b) Provide a backlog of useful projects that can be constructed as required 
after the emergency, particularly if some type of public works programs become 
necessary. 

REGION 7, SOUTH PLATTE RIVER DISTRICT, COLORADO 


Based on 10 months actual experience of South Platte River Distriet, with 
average of 950 employees, composed of 700 Classified and 250 wage board, our 
field offices can expect the following: 

55 percent over-all annual turn-over which could be broken down as follows: 

200 percent annual turn-over, unskilled laborers, over 100 percent among 
skilled craftsmen ; 

10 percent in grades GS-2 through GS-4; 

20 percent in GS-5 through GS-7; 

less than 1 percent in grades above GS-7. 

The above figures indicate that the restriction would cause immediate unbalance 
in organization by reducing the number of emplovees in lower grades. Some 
specialized activities such as diamond drilling would have to be abandoned within 
a few months as internal reassignments to this specialized work would be im 
possible. 


id gion in Je neral 

a) As result of normal and abnormal turn-over due to defense agencies and 
Armed Forces requiring our emplovees, we would experience drastic reduction 
during early months of fiscal vear. These months actually constitute periods of 
greatest construction activity when full and efficient staff is imperative if cor 
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struction contracts are to be properly administered and Government’s investment 
protected. 

(b) Our operation and maintenance staff has already been reduced to absolute 
minimum. Operation and maintenance positions, although generally low paid, 
require special abilities and trade that would not be possessed by employees 
available for reassignment. Unless new appointments could be made, our entire 
irrigation and power operations would be jeopardized. 

(c) Because of shortage of inspectors on most construction jobs already in 
full operation, it is now necessary that we approve overtime. If restriction is 
effected, it will necessitate authorizing additional overtime in effort to offset 
shortage of inspectors. Such action will result in payment at overtime rates, thus, 
increasing total cost of projects. 


DENVER (COLO.) STAFF OFFICES OF COMMISSIONER 


Situation could be serious. In anticipation of more drastically curtailed pro- 
gram in fiscal year 1952, we have already followed self-imposed plan nonrecruit- 
ment and practically no replacements for past 10 months. This is evidenced by 
total employment figure of 2,231 for July 1, 1950, as compared with 1,839 at 
present. Exceptions made only to fill essential low-grade jobs. Reductions in 
staff have consistently been considerably more than established by Commissioner’s 
personnel ceilings. 

In view of self-imposed personnel reduction in Denver office during current 
fiscal year, which will amount to about 20 percent by June 30, it does not seem 
possible that proposed fiscal year 1952 program could be executed with the 
proposed further reduction. 

There is considerable concern over programing contract work. Advance prep- 
aration for contracts must be made as awarded, and have flexible ceilings to 
perform inspection work in accordance with contractors’ schedules which are 
subject to constant change. 

Field conditions for Bureau construction work even at best are not especially 
stable, and if employees cannot be given reasonable promises of continuity of 
employment or return to duty, their present turn-over rate will be highly ac- 
centuated. 

Senator Youna. Until about 2 vears ago I do not think the Bureau 
had one mile of transmission line in North Dakota. Now we have 
the $14,000,000 Bureau of Reclamation lines in eastern North Dakota. 
Then we have a line running from Fort Peck to the Garrison Dam. 
In our State you have a tremendous amount of work, more than you 
had in the past. 

Mr. Lineweraver. That is right. It would certainly cripple the 
program for the construction of transmission lines as well as for the 
construction of dams, canals, and power plants and their operation 

Senator HaypeNn. My recollection is that you were before the com- 
mittee last vear and you were asked to keep on top of vour personnel 
problem. You have stated for the record you have done that, and 
vou think faithfully complied with that request. 

Mr. Srraus. The committee wrote in the committee report last 
year a positive instruction to the Bureau of Reclamation that it was 
to police itself, shrink itself on a personnel basis, to the limit, and 
operate in an economic fashion, and report to the committee what we 
had done. We took that admonition quite seriously and reduced 
from 19,000 to 16,500 as of May 1 this vear. We so report to the 
committee. We do police ourselves. At the time we were doing that 
we were not aware of the fact that we would come before you with 
the Jensen amendment superimposed over and beyond the voluntary 
action through which we gradually complied with the committee's 
admonition. A summary will be inserted in the record. 

(The information follows: ) 
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Interim report on cost-of-doing-business survey 


1. Number of procedural items considered during survey 3, 155 
A. Rejected by field committees 1,215 
B. Approved by field and in effect | 
C. Still under consideration in field for local action 


381 
D. Referred to Commissioner’s office for action 151 
Kk. Approved by Commissioner and in effect 320 
F. Rejected by Commissioner 19 
G. Still under consideration in Commissioner’s office 112 
4. Number of organizational units modified, consolidated, or eliminated 
since July 1, 1950 $4 
5. Number of changes included above (item 4) 15 


Senator Haypren. How does that affect the Commissioner's office 
here in Washington? What does the Jensen amendment do to you 
here? 

Mr. Straus. We are taking 20 percent off the Washington office 
since your committee wrote the re port last year to bring us down to 
approximately 300 employees here. The Jensen amendment says we 
can only fill one out of every four vacancies after July | next. We have 
in the office, here, as we have in the field in Denver, and on the 
projects, a number of Reserve officers. They depart every time the 
gentlemen in uniform blow the whistle. We would not be allowed 
to replace but one in four of them. That means the work they are 
doing—and we consider them competent and trained—could not be 
taken over in any way by replacements or otherwise, except for the 
one in four the Jensen amendment would permit 
vided we could find competent people. 

Senator HaypEeNn. There is one kind of 
bill and another one in the Agriculture bill. They are not identical? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is right. The principal difference in the 
Agriculture bill is that the inhibition shall not apply to season and 
casual workers, and Soil Conservation field employees. 

Senator Haypen. You have those, too? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes, sir. The seasonal and casual exemption 
would affect only something like 1,400 employees on our rolls whose 
employment is part time and intermittent. 

Senator Haypen. The way the bill passed the House, any one of 
those temporary employees or those casual employees in your bill 
cannot be replaced, whereas, under the Agriculture bill, they could be 
replaced. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is correct. Another exemption adopted 
in the agriculture bill was primarily to supply to certain Agriculture 
Department employees such as those engaged in soil conservation and 
that type of work assisting “farmers and ranchers,’ 
similar to our operation and maintenance in both 
power work in which we have about 3,000 employees. 

Senator Haypen. Certainly it would seem 
and maintenance forces should be exempt. 
before. 

Mr. Linewekaver. They are not covered directly 
but some of 


us to replace, pro- 


Jensen amendment in this 


that would be 
irrigation and 


to me your oper ating 
That has been mentioned 


v in Agriculture, 
the work referred to there is seasonal work and the 
Soil Conservation Service work would be comparable to our opera- 
tion and maintenance activities. 

Senator Haypen. I can understand, where maybe by 
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is built, it has to be operated and maintained. If a maintenance 
worker quits, the job has to be done. There must be an opportunity 
to replace him and do it promptly if you are going to keep the prop- 
erty in good condition. 

Mr. Srravs. What it means up at Grand Coulee, where we are 
running the biggest generators in the world with day and_ night 
shifts and minimum shifts at that, including Reserve officers on those 
shifts, is that if we dare —which we do not—run them with vacancies 
on those shifts, where we have a resignation--— 

Senator Haypen. If vou had some resignations, it would mean 
you would have to shut one generator down. 

Mr. Straus. If it were one out of four, we would shut down more 
than one, unless we took an awful chance. 

Mr. Linewrkaver. One item in the Jensen amendment to the 
Agriculture bill that should be noted especially. [t says the inhibi- 
tion shall not apply to field emplovees of the Soil Conservation 
Service and the Production and Marketing Administration, who 
provide conservation assistance to farmers and ranchers. That is 
the relationship that we think is certainly comparable to our opera- 
tion and maintenance work. If you would like, I will submit for 
the record, side by side, the two amendments with the principal 
differences underscored in the amendment to the Department of 
Agriculture bill. 

Senator Haypen. That may be inserted. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 





INTERIOR BILL 





JENSEN AMENDMENT, 








No part of any appropriation or authorizations contained in this act shall be 
used to pay the compensation of any incumbent appointed to any civil office or 
position which may become vacant during the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 
1951: Provided, That this inhibition shall not apply 

a) to not to exceed 25 percent of all vacancies; 

b) to positions filled from within the agency; 

(c) to offices or positions required by law to be filled by appointment of the 

President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate; 
(d) to nurses, doctors, or other medical personnel, including orderlies and 
school teachers in the Indian Service; 

ec) to employees in grades CPC 1 and 2; 

f) to law-enforcement officers; 
Provided further, That when any department or agency covered in this bill shall, 
as a result of the operation of this amendment, reduce their employment to a 
figure not exceeding 80 percent of the total number on their rolls as of July 1, 
1951, such amendment shall cease to apply and said S80-percent figure shall 
become a ceiling for employment during the fiscal vear 1952 and if exceeded at 
any time time during fiscal vear 1952 this amendment shall again become oper- 
ative. 
JENSEN AMENDMENT, AGRICULTURE BILL 





No part of any appropriation or authorization contained in this act shall be 


used to pay the compensation of any incumbent appointed to any civil office or 


position which may become vacant during the fiscal vear beginning July 1, 1951: 
Provided, That this inhibition shall not apply 

a) to not to exceed 25 percent of all vacancies; 

(b) to positions filled from within the agency; 

c) to offices or position required by law to be filled by appointment of 

the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate; 

d) to seasonal and casual workers: 

e) to meat inspectors: 

f) to employees in grades CPC 1 and 2; 





















—_ —| hee = 


ne 


it 


sea 
yea 
acti 
ord 
fise: 
195 
gov 


























INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 1215 


(g) to field employees of the Soil Conservation Service and Production and 
Marketing Administration who provide conservation assistance to farmers and 
ranchers. 

Provided further, That when any department or agency covered in this act has 

reduced their employment rolls to 80 percent of the total number on their rolls 

as of July 1, 1951, this limitation may cease to apply. 





NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 


Senator Haypen. How many employees have you? 
Mr. Linewraver. About 3,000 in operation and maintenance only. 
About one-third of them are in irrigation and about 2,000 in power, 
operation, and maintenance out of a total of 16,500. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is in your bureau? 

Mr. LineEWEAVER. Yes, sir, in operation and maintenance only. 

Senator Exyenper. The full Bureau employment is a great deal 
more than that. ‘According to the statement, it is 16,000. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir; but that total which was 16,500 on 
April 30 includes construction and all other employees as well as 
operation and maintenance workers. 

Senator Haypen. | was referring to the projects already built, 
either hydro or irrigation that have to be operated and maintained. 
He said they have a payroll of about 3,000 that take care of what has 
to be done. The rest of the employment generally is in the construc- 
tion of additional projects. 

Senator ELLENDER. And administration. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The way it works is like this: We have 3,000 
operating and maintenance employees in irrigation and power, about 
10,000 in construction, and about 3,500 in investigations and adminis- 
trative work, which would bring it up to our present total of about 
16,500. We have reduced the number of employees in the operation 
and maintenance of irrigation projects, by turning the projects over 
to water users as rapidly as possible. 

Senator Haypen. Do you have some projects ready to turn over? 

Mr. LiInEWEAVER. Yes, sir; at least one and parts of others. 

Do you want this chart submitted for the record also, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Haypen. I do not know whether we can reproduce that or 
not. 

Senator ELLENDER. You might give the number as indicated there. 

Mr. Lineweaver. We could have it fixed up to print in one color. 

Senator Haypgen. We cannot get two colors in. If it is all in black, 
it will be all right. 

(The chart referred to appears on following page: ) 


INTERPRETATION OF CHART ON FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT 


The normal spring rise in employment (shown in black arrow on chart) for 
seasonal construction work on the increasingly larger annual programs from fiscal 
year 1945 through fiscal year 1950, has given way to the effects of administrative 
action initiated by the Bureau in June 1950. This action has resulted in the 
orderly reduction of employment including the elimination of the spring rise in 
fiscal vear 1951 (as observed from chart) in pace with the leveling off of fiscal year 
1951 annual program and in anticipation of smaller program for fiscal year 1952, 
governed by defense needs, 

Upon entering July 1951, employment will approximate 16,500. This compares 
to some 19,000 in early July 1950. 


83686—51—pt. 1——-77 





1216 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


FULL TIME EMPLOYMENT 


BUREAU TOTAL 


Office of Programs and Finance 


FY 1945 FY 1946 FY 1947 FY 1948 FY 1949 FY 1950 Frissi §=FYIS52 
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Employment by end of December 1951 based on fiscal year 1952 program as 
presented to the Congress is scheduled to drop of 15,000 (as shown on chart by 
dashed line) at which time it will be below the level of July 1946, when full-time 
employment stood at 15,236. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
























SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 





POWER TRANSMISSION LINES 






Senator HaypEN. Senator Langer has submitted for the record a 
telegram he has received from the Slope Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
in support of power transmission facilities program of the Bureau of 
reclamation. 
Unirep Srares SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1951. 
Hon. Kennetruy McKE ..ar, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Attached herewith is a telegram from the Slope Electric Cooperative, Ine., 
and a letter from the Nodak Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., concerning the 
Department of the Interior appropriations bill. 

I will appreciate any attention you may be able to give to these enclosures at 
such a time as this matter is before your committee. 

WiutuiAM LANGER, 
United States Senator. 











New Encianp, N. Dax., May 21, 1941 
Hon. WiLLiAM LANGER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Urge your active opposition to the six House amendments to Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation bill. These amendments appear disastrous to progress of 
rural electrification. 

Store Exvectric Cooprerative, INc. 





Bureau oF LAND MANAGEMENT 












COMMUNICATIONS RELATING TO OREGON 


LANDS 
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CALIFORNIA REVESTED 

























Senator Haypnn. There shall be inserted in the record at this point 
communications I have received relating to Oregon and California 
revested lands. They are from the Medford Corp., Medford, Oreg., 
Conservation and Tree Farm Association, Medford, Oreg.; and the 
Elk Lumber Co., also of Medford. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


Meprorp Corp., 
Medford, Oreg., May 24, 1941. 
Hon. Cart Haypen, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: This letter is being written to encourage and request 
you as a member of the Senate Committee on Appropriations to seriously consider 
the approval of the Bureau of the Budget approved 1952 appropriation for 
$863,000 for the O. and C. Administration of the Department of the Interior. 

The House committee, as you undoubtedly know, approved the sum of $718,000, 
disallowing $145,000. 

We lumbermen in Oregon are in entire agreement with the desire of most of our 
congressmen to reduce budget expenditures and economy in Government, and the 
large majority of us would not think about writing such a letter as this were the 
Government unable to recoup funds appropriated as would be the case were the 
amount of the disallowed appropriation spoken above restored to the budget. 
The Bureau of Land Management estimates that a total volume of cut can be 
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made of 525,000,000 feet of timber with the $863,000 approved by the Bureau of 
the Budget, whereas they will only be able to put up for sale 300,000,000 feet with 
the reduced amount of funds. The estimated value of the 525,000,000 feet would 
approximate $10,500,000 of gross revenue, whereas the 300,000,000 feet would 
only return $6,000,000. In other words, were the appropriation approved for 
$863,000, 225,000,000 additional feet of timber could be sold with a return of 
$4,500,000 added revenue by restoring the House cut of $145,000. ‘It is, of course, 
just good business judgment to spend $145,000 to take in $4,500,000. 

We fully realize that O. and C. appropriated funds are used by the Bureau of 
Land Management for the administration of lands under multiple use, such as 
mineral, oil, grazing, and timber. For the good of the general economy of the 
State of Oregon and the part that lumber is and will play in the national defense 
program, we believe that the Senate committee should restore the House dis- 
allowance and earmark that amount for timber sale use only. The timber in 
private ownership is being cut much more rapidly than is the Government timber, 
and we believe that a much better economic balance of our economy can certainly 
be maintained for the future by a greater cut of timber on Government lands. 

It is without any possible future regret that we urge you to vote for the approval 
of an $863,000 budget for the fiscal year 1952 as an O. and C, appropriation. 

My kindest regards. 

Very truly yours, 
Meprorp Corp., 
B. L. Nurtine, Manager, 


SOUTHERN OREGON CONSERVATION AND TREE FARM ASSOCIATION, 
Medford, Oreg., May 23, 1951. 
Re Bureau of Land Management Appropriations with special reference to the 
O. and C. lands of western Oregon for fiscal year 1952. 
Hon. Cart HaypeEn, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HaypDEN: Our organization represents some 80 percent of the 
total lumber and log production in Jackson and Josephine Counties, Oreg. Both 
of these counties contain large amounts of O. and C. timber lands and many of the 
mills in this area are definitely dependent on the purchase of O. and C. timber for 
their operation. 

It is our understanding that the House of Representatives cut the Budget 
Bureau allowance for the O. and C. revested lands appropriation for fiscal 1952 from 
$867,000 to $718,000. Because $263,000 of the amount appropriated for the 
protection and management of the O. and C. lands is obligated for fire protection, 
only $455,000 remains for timber cruising, planning of timber sales, and timber 
sales themselves. The Bureau of Land Management had asked, and the Budget 
Bureau approved, $604,000 for timber sales and estimated this would allow the 
sale of some 525 million board feet of timber during fiscal 1952. The reduction 
by the House will reduce the amount of O. and C, timber which can be sold to 
approximately 300 million board feet. 

Our members certainly approve of economy in government, but in the case of 
the House cut in O. and C,. funds we find that it is definitely not an economical 
move. This cut will in fact greatly decrease the revenue to the Federal Govern- 
ment from the sale of O. and ©, timber. It will also very adversely affect the 
local economy through reduction of available timber for conversion into lumber 
needed not only by the people of the United States for civilian uses but also by 
the Government in defense work. The counties in which O. and C. timber is 
located will also be faced with a decreased revenue. Another side of the picture 
is the fact that much of the O. and C. timber is overripe and should be harvested 
as soon as possible to prevent tremendous waste due to rot and so forth. 

In view of the above facts we urge that you make every effort to restore the 
O, and C. appropriation to the Budget Bureau allowance of $867,000. 

Very truly yours, 
, — Lewis L. Simpson, Secretary-Manager. 
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ELK LumBER Co 
Medford, Oreg., May 28, 1951. 
Senator Cart HaypEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: The Medford District Advisory Board to the O. and C, Administra- 
tion by unanimous action of its membership ineluding representatives of lumber, 
labor, grazing, mining, wildlife, and the general public, instructed its chairman 
yesterday, to call your attention to the disastrous effect upon the economy of the 
Rogue River Valley in particular and the people and industry of this far western 
timber State in general, of the cut in appropriations for cruising and selling O. and 
C. timber which was recently passed by the House of Representatives and is now 
before the Senate for action. 

The Federal Government owns 70 percent of the timber out here and should sell 
at least the growth each year. The sustained yield allowable cut of the Federal 
lands in this district under O. and C. management is 146 million feet annually, 
according to their own figures, and yet the total amount being sold each year is 
only about 93 million feet. The United States Forest Service is currently selling 
no more than the allowable cut from its lands and the remaining privately owned 
timber is largely in the hands of a few large operators, who are also operating their 
tree farms on a sustained vield basis. Most of the small private ownerships here 
in southern Oregon have already been cut, so unless the O. and C. can arrange 
to sell its growth there will continue to be a terrific shortage of timber available 
for cutting by the many sawmills now attempting to supply the lumber require- 
ments for our defense program. This shortage is amply evidenced by the fact that 
a sale of Government timber here in Medford last week brought $71 per thousand 
feet for pine stumpage in an auction lasting over 3 hours and involving 93 separate 
bids, 

Lumbering represents 60 percent of our payroll in Oregon and half the mills in 
this area will soon be out of business if this situation continues. If the Govern- 
ment cannot some show arrange to sell its ove rripe virgin timber to make way for 
young growth, it should be turned back to private ownership, so that it can be 
managed and hinivested in conformity with good forest management principles, 
which require the old stagnant growth to be eut 

We are all in sympathy with the attempt of Congress to economize and all feel 
that unless assurance can be had that the additional funds requested will be defi- 
nitely earmarked and used for timber-sale purposes, it would be better not to 
grant them. 

Sincerely vours, 
Gporce C. FLANAGAN, 
Chairman, Medford District Advisory Board. 


Evk LumBer.Co., 
Vedfo d. Ore a. May 16, 1951. 
To All Members of the Medford District Advisory Board: 

As ¢ c S airman, I am calling a special meeting of the board for 1:30 p. m., Mond: 
Mey 21, in the city hall, to discuss a severe cut in the O. and C. appropriations 
the Sen se of Representatives which, if allowed to stand, will adversely affect all 
of us and the interests we represent 

One of the most important functions of the O. and C. district advisory boards, 
as stated by the Secretary of the Interior in his July 1948 order creating the 
boards, is to advise the district forester of methods and proced ires to (a) promote 
the economic stability of communities in Oregon dependent upon timber through 
sustained vield management, and (b) increase employment and business oppor- 
tunities by encouraging greater utilization of the timber supply. 

As you will recall, the Medford board has repeatedly urged that the full allow- 
able sustained vield cut from the O. and C. lands be sold each vear. The necessity 
for this action is becoming increasingly acute because the available timber from 
private lands in the Medford Forest district has disappeared. Manv mills are 
now out of timber, or soon will be. The maximum allowable cut of Federal timber 
is needed now to help close the gap. In addition, timber is becoming an increas- 
ingly critical item in meeting national defense needs. 

During the 2 vears of the board’s existence the Bureau of Land Management has 
had sufficient appropriations to sell only 70 percent of the allowable cut. Appro- 
priation action this week by the United States House of Representatives, if sus- 
tained in the Senate, will result in a further severe reduction in the amount of 
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O. and C. timber that can be put up for sale after July 1, 1951. The following 
data show the situation: 


| 
| Approved by | Approved by Approved 
estimate, | Mterior De- | Bureau of | by House of 
fiscal year | fiseal wear partment, | the Budget, | Representa- 
1951 Pes 1982 fiscal year | fiscal year tives, fiscal 
_— 1952 1952 | year 1952 


Available, | Region I 


Total O. and C. appropriations | $767,000 | $1, 158, 750 $940, 000 $863, 000 | $718, 000 
Fire protection costs (fixed) 248, 000 ; YL deldaeodan 263, 000 
Available for forest management and 
all other purposes 519, 000 |_..__. Sables 54 4 itedaboe 455, 000 
Special O. and C. access-road appro- 
priation- : 600, 000 1, 139, 600 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 | 


Amount 

(millions of | Value 

board feet) 

| 
Approximate total volume which will be sold fiscal year 1951 415 $8, 300, 000 
_ For Medford district, fiscal year 1951 93 1, 860, 000 
Estimated total volume which can be sold fisca) year 1952 based on House | 
action . | 300 6, 000, GOV 
In Medford district, fiscal year 1952 60 1, 200, 000 
Estimated total volume which can be sold fiseal year 1952 based on Bureau 
of Budget 525 10, 500, 000 
In Medford district, fiscal year 1952 ‘ 105 2, 100, 000 





Estimated distribution of O. and C. receipts, fiscal year 1952 


| 

| Basedon | Based on 

|aPpropriation jappropriation 
of $863,000 | of $718,000 


To land-grant counties, in accordance with title II of act of Aug. 28, 1937 | 
(counties receive 75 percent after July 1, 1951)_... ; 000 | $4, 500, 
Jackson County's share (18.49 percent) - _ - z ce . , 456, O87 832, 
Josephine County’s share (7.35 percent) 3 aoe 78, 812 | 330, 
For administration and protection of O. and C. lands__-- 43, 000 2718, 
lo U. 8. Treasury ; | , 762, 000 782, 
lo land-grant counties, in accordance with proposed legislative revision of 
title II of act of Aug. 28, 1937 (50 pereent of net after deduction of fire costs, | 
:dministrative costs, and 10 percent of gross for capital improvements) , 293, 500 2, 341, 000 
Jackson County’s share (18.4 percent 793, 868 432, $50 
For repayment to Treasury for advance made for capital improvements (10 
percent of gross) 1, 050, 000 ‘ 
For administration and fire protection 863, 000 718, 000 
To U. S. Treasury 4, 293, 500 2, 341, 000 


&.2 percent of gross receipts. 
6.8 percent of gross receipts 


Note.—Distribution to counties in fiscal year 1950 totaled, $1,812,456.75; distribution to counties in fisca! 
ur 1951 (estimated), $2,759,000. 


From the above it is obvious that a reduction in O. and C, appropriations from 
$863,000 to $718,000 will result in a direct reduction in income to the Treasury 
that same year of $980,000, even if 75 percent of the gross receipts are returned 
to the counties. In addition, the counties will receive $3,375,500 less, or a total 
reduction in payment to tax-levying agencies of the Government, of $4,355,500. 
In addition, the indirect losses to lumber and other industries, the lumber and 
woods workers, as well as individual citizens in the communities concerned, will 
be many times that amount. 

If the method of apportionment were changed in accordance with pending 
legislation, the United States Treasury would take a direct loss in the same year 
of $1,952,500 in order to effect a ‘saving’ of $145,000 in the O. and C. appropria- 
tion. 

This looks like very false economy. 

This information vitally concerns all of you and the interests you represent. 
If we do what we can to remedy the situation, we must do it promply. I urge 
you all to attend on Monday, May 21. 

Sincerely, 
GreorGE C, FLANAGAN, 
Chairman, Medford District Advisory Board. 
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OFFICE OF THE TERRITORIES 


COST-OF-LIVING ALLOWANCE URGED FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES IN 
ALASKA 


Senator Haypen. | have for the record a telegram sent to Chairman 
McKellar by the National Federation of Federal Employees urging 
a cost-of-living allowance for Federal employees in Alaska. 

(The telegram is as follows:) 


Mount Epaecumpe, ALASKA, May 24, 1951. 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

Local 1009 urges retention cost-of living allowance all Federal employees in 
Alaska regardless where emploved, conditions being equal one to the other, con- 
sider in light basic need as cost of living here far in excess of differential legislation 
discriminatory to employees and seriously detrimental to all Federal agencies. 

Ernest Fuwpss, President, Local 1009, NFFE. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION 


SALVAGE OF ARCHEOLOGICAL MATERIALS 


Senator Haypen. I have received from Prof. Jesse D. Jennings of 
the University of Utah a letter in support of adequate appropriations 
for the salvage of archeological materials. Also, there has been 
submitted for the record a letter for Senator Jenner to Chairman 
McKellar, with an accompanying letter from Erminie W. Voegelin of 


the International Journal of American Linguistics. These communi- 
cations shall be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


UNIVERSITY OF UTAH, 
Salt Lake City, May 25, 1951. 
Senator Cart HaypDeEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 


Dear Senator Haypen: I have just learned that the Department of the 
Interior appropriations bill for 1952 was reported out of the House committee 
without the modest $75,000 proposed for archeological salvage work in river 
basins outside the Missouri Basin. Although the continuing work in the Missouri 
Basin itself is of great importance in unraveling the prehistory of North America, 
the limited salvage work proposed in other basin developments is also of great 
importance. 

As editor of American Antiquity (bulletin of the Society for American Archae- 
ology), I should like to urge that your committee would be doing an important 
scientific service to restore this small item to the appropriations bill for the 
Department of the Interior. 

Sincerely, 
Jesse D. JENNINGS, 
Professor of Anthropology. 
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Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
May 24, 1961. 
Hon. KennetH McKE tar, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator McKet.ar: I am enclosing a copy of a letter I have received 
from Mr. Erminie W. Voegelin, department of anthropology, Indiana University, 
Bloomington, Ind., relative to the $75,000 cut from the item “Plans and investiga- 
tions” under the National Park Service. 

I trust you will give his views every consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. E. JENNER. 


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS, 
May 21 1951. 
SENATOR JENNER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR JENNER: The Senate Committee on Appropriations has cut 
$75,000 from the item “Plans and investigations” under the National Park Service. 
This means that valuable archaeological surveys of soon-to-be flooded areas 
outside the Missouri Basin, will not be able to be made. I should like to vigorously 
protest this cut, and urge that it be restored. Once flooded, it will never be 
possible to investigate these sites to determine the history of the prehistoric 
peoples who once occupied them; further, $75,000 is a relatively small sum to pay 
for preserving this sort of record. 

I hope that you will be able to discuss this matter with members of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, and urge that the cut be restored. 

Sincerely, 
ERMINIE W. VOEGELIN. 


Senator HaypEen. At this time we will adjourn, subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., Thursday, May 24, 1951, the hearing was 
recessed, subject to the call of the chairman.) 
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Irrigation subsidy, amortization ; paces 3 94 
McNary Dam, power from, availability — — -. he 83 
Materials, purchase, amount to be used for. _-_- gues 70 
teduction teen ape E 81 
Operation and maintenance: 
Administrative expenses: 
Passenger motor vehicles, amendment requested __- 
Justification ___ ~~ - Fi omawae 
Need.. 
Travel, amount reque sted for 
System maintenance organization 
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Power: 
Cost to consumer. ‘ ‘ 
Possible increase, due to rising costs 
Exchange with other agencies. ted 
Shortage in Pacific Northwest, program to overcome 
Substations: 
Astans. ree... ......'<: ; Satta t. 91 
Baker, Oreg___---- o se 90 
Lyons, Oreg_--- fees a Betis. 2100 
Pendleton area, Oregon. j ; 90 
Tygh Valley, Oreg- Sana ls wares 91 
Transmission lines: 
Average life__- ; : 88 
Baker-Le Grande- McNary..-.-. é 1656 
Benton- 9g ‘ 91 
Central Valley, Calif.-Bonnev ille power intere connection - 482, 
528, 1272, 1274, 1278, 1872, 1873, 1891 
Supplemental estimate for___ - - - ... 1277, 1279, 1280 
Justification - -- ' 1277, 1280 
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Bonneville Power Administration—Continued 

Transmission lines—Continued Page 
Construction, opposition 1651, 1659 
Coos Bay are: 87, 90 
Detroit—Chemawa 86, ¢ 
Extent 
Federal cost, total estimated 
Grand Coulee Dam-Midway No. 2 
La Grande-Baker extension 89, 90, 1645, 1648, 1657, 1658 
Lebanon-Springfield_- [ 9] 
MeNary Dam-Big Eddy-Ross 83, 90 


, 


Middle Fork-Willamette River 91 
Shelton-Bremerton No. 2__- 9] 
Under construction 81 
Wheeling contracts _. 46 
List 17 
Montana Power Co 93 


C 
California Limitation Act, terms, regarding diversion of water_. 


F 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
68, 313, 450, 494, 1271, 1499, 1545, 1583, 2094, 2101, 2109, : 
Construction: 
Fish facilities: 
Crawford, Nebr., hatchery, funds for repairs requested_ 1499, 1500 
Federal fish hatchery, Kentucky: 
Estimated cost 1547 
Funds requested for 1545 
Justification 9004 
Present hatchery, cost 1546, 1548 
Director’s statement 315 
Funds for, budget estimate, House cut : g 
Restoration requested 9, 313, 315 
General administrative expenses, passenger motor vehicles, increased . 
number: 
Amendment requested 318 
Justification 318, 319 
Investigations of fish and wildlife resources: 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested _ _ - 313 
Justification 313 
Budget estimate ; 313 
House cut _. Jis 
kffeets 317 
House report 313 
Japanese fisheries, publications 327 
Louisiana oyster studies, discussio’: 319 
Research on fish and fisheries, funds for: 
House denial, restoration requested 2101 
Rockv Mountain fishery research laboratory 2109, 2112 
Mammal and bird reservations: Lake Havasu Wildlife Refuge, Ariz- 150 
Flooding by Colorado River channelization 450, 451 
Management of fish and wildlife resources, coyote control____- 328 
Missouri River Basin, work in 194, 1271 
Northwest Atlantie fisheries, statistics on, funds for, restoration 
and House cut requested ; 317 
Raccoon bulletin, observations 5 315 
Flood Control Act of 1944, legislative history 1946 
O’ Mahoney- Millikin amendment 1854, 18456, 1861 
Ford amendment (House . 69, 80, 1012 
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G Page 
Gary amendment (House), provisions 957 
Geological Survey 7, 127, 494, 1271, 1323, 1569, 1583 
Director’s statement ; 129 
Funds for, budget estimate, House cut , Ze 
Restoration requested 27, 128 
Justification 128 
House report , 128 
Transfer from Defense Minerals Administration 131 
Missouri River project, work on ‘ $94, 1271 
Surveys, investigation, and research __. 127 
‘Topographic surveys and mapping . 130, 131, 1569 
Charges for maps 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, coordination with 
Military mapping, aerial, funds advanced 
Requests 
Production costs 
Water resources investigations 


H 
Harris amendment (House 


701, 708, 724, 726, 735, 740, 743, 7 


Indian Affairs, Bureau of 
1271, 1306, 1514, 1582, 1816, 1929, 2107, 
Arizona Indians, State public assistance 
Bureau budget requests, right of Indians to review 
Bureau employees, of Indian blood 
Number 
California Indian lands 
Choctaws and Chickasaws, payment to, funds for: 
Amendments in language ré quested 
Justification 
House report 
Construction: 
Alaska: 
Anchorage Hospital! 
Chevak Sehool 
Secammon Bay School 
Colorado River Reservation 
Funds: 
Amendments in language requested 
Justification 
Budget estimate, cut from 195] 
House report 
feduction in 1951 ; 
Laguna Pueblo, New Mexico, water supply requested for 2191, 2192 
Navajo Reservation, Arizona-New Mexico, irrigation work 
requested 1821, 1828 
Personal services, land and structures, funds requested for 399 
Projects 398 
Roads requested 1817, 1818, 1819, 1824, 1826 
Budget estimate 1824 
Well drilling, funds requested for . 1820, 1828 
Director’s statement 360 
Farmers Home Administration, Indian rehabilitation by, proposal 1519 
Federal Indian policy, Hoover Commission report 1528 
Funds for: 
Budget estimate 
House cut 
Restoration requested 
Partial restoration, query as to effect 
Reduction in 1951 under section 121 
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Indian Affairs, Bureau of—Continued 
General administrative expenses: 
Funds for: Page 
Amendments in language requested------------- 358 
Justification _ __- : 358 
Budget estimate, House cut. ova e ee ; beta 358 
House report 358 
Passenger vehicles, funds for, a amendments i in language requested _ 359 
Justification _ _ _ ba téus . One 
Health, education, and welfare services: 
Educational assistance, facilities, and services: 
Chevak School, Alaska_ ee Lae ok wes wes are 398 
Education, in local schools_-_--- - - - a ; 535, 1539 
Indian children, education, data_ : se .. 8116 
Intermountain School, Brigham, Utah ___- poset. 2108 
Scammon Bay School, Alaska ; 398 
Sherman Institute, California, Indian children in school-_- 367 
Funds for: 
Amendments in language requested ’ . 352 
Justification — ___ Ae Tent m3 — 352 
Amounts requested - - aero ane : Pa 362 
Budget estimate, House cut____________- ane 352 
Restoration requested . j ; 2213 
House report__- ; - 352 
Hospital, disease prevention, and curative services: 
Anchorage Hospital, Alaska _ - - pees .... 398, 399 
Disease among Indians, prevention - - - - - - ice ee 
Tuberculosis, incidence .4 255. re 
Funds for, restoration of House cut requeste  pR ; 385 
Indian medical services, improvement, need_. ‘ 1929 
North Dakota Indians, health program, proposals. Cae are ea ee 
Approval by tribal council_ Saree x ec .-- 1526 
Tuberculosis cases, list. ____- eu arses 1525 
Tuba City, Ariz., hospital, need___-_----- i821, 1828 
Maintaining law and order: State criminal jurisdiction over 
North Dakota Indians ate oe ie. hee 
North Dakota Indian Affairs Commission, reeommendations___. 1532 
Placement service: 
Difficulties in placing Indians_ --------- gucdeoncnass ee, ee 
Duplication, possibility .... 363, 373, 375 
Employment on reservations, law providing__- wae . 2209 
Funds requested for___- eed a Saal 363 
Increase requested, reasons _ _ - 381 
Navajo Reservation, Arizona-New Mexico, off-reservation 
employment _ - ; sve 
Number placed, 1950 and 1951_ ohne oF 376 
Opposition of Indians to leaving reservations__-_- -- 370 
Recruiting Indian workers_ _. Baie : : 364 
Work of Indian Bureau pe rsonnel- ; Seren 369 
Welfare and guidance services: 
Arizona Indians, State public assistance , eds 531 
Case load_-_ ies ues 388 
Abe rdeen, S. Dak_- paesst. beeen seu 389 
By area, 1950, table een a 4 sare : 391 
By months, table 392 
Reduction 386 
Case workers, function and pay ate 386 
Direct relief, expenditures Bs } 388 
Table _ - id 7 : 392 
Funds for, budget estimate, basis. Far ante 385 
General assistance, statement - - - - - - : Sa a 389 
Indian aid activities, reported duplication — - eo ceed ass 2207 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act, application. -----_-- 1516, 1538, 1539, 2208 
North Dakota Indians relief system_-_-- : 1517 
Reservation Indians, receiving public assis stance, table 1540 
Social Security Act, application_...._.. 387, 1530, 1537, 1539, 1542 
Social security benefits - 
Hoover Commission report, Federal Indian policy 
Hopi Tribe. See Navajo-Hopi Rehabilitation Act. 
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Indian Affairs, Bureau of—Continued 
Indians, employment 
SUNN ONIN Sait he 2s Sols ob si tian ew ke ema ewe oc acencas 
Segregation problem 
Indian Claims Commission _ _ - 
Background_ 
Joint lawyer research group 
List 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act, application to Indians_ ____- 
Laguna Pueblo, N. Mex., request for tribal election 
Request for water supply 
Land title, clearance needed for Indians--_-- ~~~ - 
Missouri River project, work on__ 
Navajo-Hopi Rehabilitation Act 
Discussion 
Funds for: 
Frozen under section 1214, release requested - 
House cut 
Restoration requested 
Program, 1951-52, analysis, table 
Factors retarding a 
Navajo Reservation, Ariz.-N. Mex.: 
Defense minerals, deposits _- 
Irrigation work requested 
Roads, funds requested for 
Well drilling, fund requested for 
North Dakota Indians: 
Assimilation, eventual 
Land allotments 
Tax losses ; 
Service activities, 1951, budget estimate s 
North Dakota Indian Affairs ( ‘ommission, recommendations 
Oglala Sioux Tribe, S. Dak.: 
Assets, Bureau threat to freeze 
Request for self-government 
Tribal council____-_- 
Relocation program __- 
tesources Management: 
Blackfeet Tribe, Mont., cattle business, management 
Funds for: 
Amendment in language requested 
Justification 
Budget estimate, House cut 
House report 
Indian land, tax-exempt, acreage, table 
Revolving fund for loans: 
Effectiveness 
Funds for: 
Amendments requested 
Justification 
Budget estimate, House cut 
Restoration requested 
House report 
Loans to Indians, for land, financing 
Navajo-Hopi Act, request for funds for loans under-- 
Salaries and expenses: 
Amendment in limitation language requested_____---- 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested 
Justification 
Budget estimate: 
Decrease below 1951- 
House cut. 
Restoration requested 
House report_ eras 
Jensen amendment, effect__- 
Statement ___-_ - 
Analysis of nee by grades 
Standing Rock Reservation, N. Dak.-8. Dak - - 
Yakima Tribal Council, request by 


1516, 1538, 1559, 
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Interior Department: 

Administration: Page 
Employees, number ; : _ 1312 
Salaries and expenses: 

Administrative Assistant Secretary’s statement tial SR 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested. __-—._-~- , 1308, 1309 
Justification ; ..> 2p 
Budget estimate ; : : 1308 
House cut ’ . 1308, 1312 
Restoration requested____- ~~ - 1308, 1841 
House report 1309, 
Scientific and technical investigations, transfer, amend- 
ment permitting requested __ 
Justification 

Airplanes, number 3 

Contract authorizations, unobligated balances, rescission, Taber 

amendment 

Funds for: 
Budget estimate: 

Original 
Reduction over 1951 

Motor vehicles, number s 

Policy on reclamation and irrigation, Secretary’s statement 

Property, excess Federal, transfer, without reimbursement, amend- 

ment permitting requested 
Justification 
Publicity, funds for, use, prohibition, House amendment, deletion 
requested ; ‘ 1325 
Justification : : 1325 

Secretary’s statement 1, 10, 29 

Soil and moisture conservation activities, funds requested for wae! LSB 

Solicitor, opinion on irrigation contracts 97 

Travel, amount allowed for, in budget estimate 217 


J 


Jensen amendment (House 2, 10. 67, 73, 154, 8, 279, 392, 395, 420, 
639, 1205, 1206, 1210, 1213, 1214, ‘ , 1318, 1319, 1716 


Johnson-O’ Malley Act 516, 1538, 1539, 2206 
K 


Keating amendment (House 2, 4, 21, 42, 50, 407, 532, 550, 583, 869, 
1239, 1241, 1331, 1332, 13834, 1365, 1413, 1544, 1 1558, 1681, 

1 

) 


554, 
701, 1703, 1705, 
999 


, 2224 


1682, 1683, 1686, 1687, 1689, 1693, 1697, 1700, 
1706, 1707, 1714, 1876, 2105, 2114, 2149, 2190 


L 


Labor unions, public power relations with, statement 1130, 1143, 
1144, 1145, 1146, 1151 
Land Management, Bureau of 7, 68, 157, 494, 595, 
1217, 1271, 1582, 1830, 2090, 2106, 2111 
Construction, access roads 181 
Jenefits 192 

Coos Bay (Oregon) Wagon Road grant lands, reconveyed: 
Amendment requested 184 
House report ; 184 
Oregon & California Railroad, revested grant lands 183 
Amendment requested ; 184 
Justification 184 
House report : 184 
Director’s statement , 161 
Funds for, budget estimate, House cut. __- 7 
Restorafion requested 7, 2106, 2111 
Jensen amendment, effect : 196 
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Land Management, Bureau of—Continued 
Management of lands and resources: 
Cadastral surveys: Page 
Funds for, justification 160, 1271, 2107 
Restoration of House cut requested 194 
Fire suppression: 
Forest-fire contracts 165 
Funds requested for 182 
Forest management: 
Forest land, federally owned, administered by Departments 
of Agriculture and Interior, area, table 163 
Funds for: 
House cut, restoration requested 1831, 2106 
Inerease over 1951 requested 180 
Justification 1SO 
National forests, timber in, determination 193 
Oregon & California Railroad, revested grant lands: 
Administrative expenses, authorization increase pending 188 
Budget estimate, restoration requested 995, 1217, 1218, 1219 
Timber cut, estimated 19] 
Timber sales, revenue 181, 188 
Table 
Funds for: 
Amendments requested 
Justification 
Appropriation, 1951: 
Net 
Section 1214 reserve 
Program increases dropped due to 
House action 
Effect 
Language amendment (House 
House report 
Increased funds requested for 
Justification 
General administration: 
Funds requested for, justification 
Passenger motor vehicles, amendment requested 
Justification 
Grazing administration: 
Comparison with Agriculture Department administration 
Expenditures, estimated, for 195] 
Funds: 
\ppropriate 1 for 166 
House action 176 
House cut, restoration requested 1830 
Justification 160 
Increase requested 7 29091 
Grazing fees 183 
Increase l 
Grazing land: 
Required per head of catcle 
Se 
Personnel situation 
Administrative employees 


Clerical positions 

Headquarters personne], duties 
Statement 

Inspec tion and enforcement ¢ mployver ~ 


Regional headquarters 
Range-land regions and di 
Revenues, estimated, for 1951 

Land classification: 

Funds for, House cut, restoration requested 
Land exchanges 


W ork backlog 
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~I 
sss 
Vike SID 





XXII INDEX 


Land Management, Bureau of—Continued 
Management of lands and resources—Continued 
Lease and disposal of lands and mineral! resources: 
Funds for: Page 
Justification ; ; 159 
Restoration of budget estimate requested ___- ... 178, 1830 
Mineral Lease and Permits Division, funds, cut_- 163 
Work backlog__- ae <a tas <eebatics Ss 178 
Revenue______ ae : ~ het adh 4 16: 
Table ime tees te 16% 
Squaw Butte Experiment Station, funds for: 
Appropriated by House _ -- deters ee 176 
Requested for, justification. _______- = Benes 161 
Missouri River project, work on_-_- 494 
Oregon & California Railroad revested grant lands: 
Chamberlain-Ferris Act, provisions _ - ; Se 186 
Explanation _ ee ‘ ; 185 
Land-grant fund__. 2a tees 7 as 187 
Payments in lieu of taxes_ 7” ‘ te 187 


Mexican Water Treaty .-. 543, 545, 554, 563, 564, 565, 566, 
1439, 1454, 1473, 1482, 1488, 1961, 1965, 1968, 1987, 2160, 
Mines, Bureau of____ aie. 5, 137, 494, 1271, 13822, 13824, 1802, 2214 
Conservation and development of mineral resources: 
Control of fires in inactive depasits: 
Funds allowed in 1951 
List of fires - 
Status, list : 
Research activities, reduction in, request - - 
Fuels: 
Helium, effect of Jensen amendment (House) on program_.154,155 
Synthetic liquid fuels: 
Funds allowed in 1951-_ -- - gad shes Cae arte ars 141 
Reduction of program __ Pte face ah omecitea he 142 
Synthetic Fuel Act_--- Genin : aenateiilaraciac a! i 22: 
Unobligated contract authorizations, rescission by 
House, effect __ ; it?s : Swwekces eae 
Funds for: 
Budget estimate, House cut___-__- ; sas ae a 137 
Restoration requested ‘ 3 ; 137 
Justification + oo . 138 
House report. _- s ; iui asa 137 
Minerals and metals: 
New England States, mineral deposits, investigation, funds 
requested for a ti 15% 
Nonferrous metals, investigations, funds requested for___-_ ~~ 139 
Construction: 
Alumina plant, Laramie, Wyo.: 
Funds requested for completion 2214, 2218, 2221 
Funds requested for operation _- : : 2215 
Need for alumina 2216 
Reduction process 2217 
Status of plant_-_-_- 
Director’s statement ; 
General administrative expenses: 
Passenger motor vehicles, funds requested for 
Justification — __- aa dl Be ra 
Missouri River project, work on___- 


N 


National Park Service 8, 67, 266, 291, 329, 494, 596, 1221, 1271, 1583, 1588 

Construction, funds for: 
Amendments in language requested : Ens ial eons ob ox aa a 
Justification _ _ _ Ste Bhs : Sin Ry Be 


House report__- Le ena Saves da ea ere ee 
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National Park Service—Continued Page 
Director’s statement : f ; , ; ‘ 272 
Funds for: 

Appropriation, during emergency, discussion ea 303 
Judget estimate_. , es 273 
House cut y 273 
Reallocation . 329 
Restoration requested. _ 5 s 
Cut under section 1214______- . ‘ 284 
Reduction in foree__- “ ‘ 285 
House action___ s : ; 273 
te que sted of Budge | Bure au a ~ 302 
General administrative provisions, passe nger motor vehicles, amend- 
ment in language requested ; pita it ai 
Justification 
Jensen amendment, effect 
Maintenance and rehabilitation: 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested 
Justification _ 
Budget estimate, House cut 
Restoration requested 
House report do nity alk etn 
Roads and trails, maintenance cost 
Management and protection: 
Forestry and fire control: 
Everglades National Park, Fla- . ; ae 282 
Fire guards, recruitment___- ets : 274 
Yellowstone National Park, proposed smoke-jumper unit_--. 283 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested 4 ‘ snwe, 200, 208 
Justification site 267 
House report on ‘ 267 
Plans and investigations: 
Archeological explorations, funds requested for - .--. 306, 596, 
1271, 2232 
State organizations, cooperation _- ---~- - bh 306 
Funds for, House cut_ see : Laks: 306 
testoration requested - - isd ale eisa ee — 283 
Suggested absorption __ oeeewes 2 284 
River basin studies a2 a 286, 494, 1271 
National parks, relation to defense____- awe oe 302 
Travel in, 1950 and 1951 net 8 7 ; te 304 
Old Stone House, Georgetown, D. C., purchase as museum requested_ 1588 
Revenues, total 5 cet ety eee ee Be ghee : 277 
Scope of Service Za =e Drea ere 272 
State park and recreational areas, list _ _- 291 
State park and recreational programs, assistance to 5 286 
State expenditures ; : . ee 299 


Table 4 beatae ‘ pe Oe 287 
Washington office, emplovees sa cede cera Ie BG saa 27 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, statement on Federal 
power policv_____- tines ceweeee : 977 
Northwest, recommende d pls ant locations he 38 


O 
Office of the Secretary _ - pst a F ; Jad 1582 
Defense activities _- - are we 1314 
Funds for, budget estimate, restoration requested } 
General provisions: 
Contract authorizations, unused, rescission by House: 
Amendment reqnuestin? deletion  - 
Justification 
Effect- 


List of agencies concerned. _- 
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Office of the Secretary—Continued 
General provisions—C ontinued 
Jensen’amendment (House): Page 
Deletion requested ‘ . 1318 
Justification L318 
iffect or d 1319 
Replacement problems 1319 
Legal services, funds requested for 1314 
Lawyers, number_.- 1315 
Work, volume 1316 
Power and energy studies, New England and New 
Assistant Secretary's statement 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested - - 331, 2089 
Justification 332, 343 
Judget estimate__. 331 
House cut 331, 2223 
Restoration requested 3 ; 314, 222% 
House report . 332, 339 
House opinion regarding legislative authorization 332, 339 
Legal problems concerned: 
Citation of Flood Control Act of 1917 341 
Citation of Flood Control Act of 1944 340 
Department Solicitor’s opinion 341 
New England-New York Interageney Committee, establishment 337 


Q~ 


President’s letter requesting Interior Department participation 335 
Program direction and coordination, funds requested for 1314 
Staff services, funds for, budget estimate, House cut 9, 66 


P 


Pacific Gas & Electrie Co., California, power contract with Sierra Pacific 
Power Co., Nevada 1916 
P . liv . tr > iyytr mar ntal y yr oo ¢ 
ower, Wheeling contracts, intradepartmental memorandum 33, 34 
Negotiations, arbitration, legal objections 10 
Power industry, nationalization 1613 
Power policy, national, need for clarification by Congress 1909 
Publie and private relations 977, 1245 


Reclamation, Bureau of 3; 
$03, 1012, 1156, 1223, 1307, 13827, 1331, 1501, 1544, 1584, 1631, 
1659, 1711, 1731, 1811, 18438, 1933, 2094, 2102, 2109, 2113, 2223 
Appropriation act, 1952, history, table Hi 
Colorado River compact 1447, 1454, 1491, 1982, 1983 
Colorado River dam fund 1435, 1445, 1454, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1985, 2158 
Colorado River front work and levee system 150, 480, 502 
Fiseal situation 508 
Flood control, funds requested for 510 
Lake Havasu Wildlife Refuge, Calif., flooding, prevention . 150 
Statement 151 
Mexico, contribution of funds 509 
Palo Verde weir, California 503 
Statement 507 
Commissioner’s statement 103 

Construetion and rehabilitation: 
Costs, trends 1780 
Graph 1782 
Indexes ‘ L781 

Funds for: 

Amendments requested 171 
Justification 175 
Approved by House Appropriations Committee 1571 
Budget estimate, House cut 109, 471, 494 
Allocation by Bureau : 2150 
Original 110, 1571 
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teclamation, Bureau of—Continued 
Construction and rehabilitation—C ontinued 
Funds for—Continued 
Budget estimate, House ecut—Continued 
Restoration requested 
Justification 
Statement 
House report 
Language amendment, House 
tequested by Bureau 
Justification 
New projects, beginning 
List 
Statutory provision against, query 
Requested by Reclamation Bureau 
Amount 
‘Taber amendment, effeets 104, 
1164, 1168, 
Trt rpretation 
Unobligated 
Kstimate for June 30, 1951, tab 
Power rates, paid by REA cooperatives, 
Program, status 
( hart 
Project lisallowed 1 Budget B reau 
Dams, siltation, problem 
Soil-conservati yn prograin, ¢ {Te et 
Facilities, antisabotage protection, funds ar 
Funds for, Budget estimate, House cut 
kiffect 
festoration requested 
Genera! administrative expenses 
Consultants: 


LCA 


Amount paid, fiseal 


reques 
report 
lage amendn 
Justification 
Personne! 
Jensen amendment 


1206, 


Reduetion 
Effeet of section 
‘Total 
Chart 
General investigations: 
Advance planning, need for 
Continuance needed 
Defense areas, water and power investigations 
Funds for: 
Amendments requested 
Justification 
Budget estimate, House cuts 
Restoration requested 
Language amendments requested 
Justification 
Requests for, reeapitutation 
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Reclamation, Bureau of—Continued 
General investigations—Continued 
Investigations conducted: 


Language amendment requested 
Type 
PN SN nt entini cet e hee snunetaed badtuusdinevncendin 
Municipal water supply, development 
New authorizations, need 
Program, need for 
Upper Colorado River, funds requested for 
House cut 
Increased appropriation requested 
Irrigation and power projects: 
Balanced policy 
Benefit to Nation_____- 
Croplands needed, additional. ___..____- 440, 441 
Jenson amendment (House). (See General administrative expenses, 
personnel). 
Keating amendment (House). (See Transmission lines, construction.) 
Land, irrigated, crop vields_ _- 
Language, preamble, amendment requested 
Justification — - - - 
Operation and maintenance: 
Davis Dam-Parker Dam, Ariz.-Calif., joint operation 
Funds requested for 
Funds for: 
Amendments requested 
Justification _ —_- 
Budget estimate: 
House cut 
Restoration reque sted 
Justification 
House report 
Language amendments re que ‘sted _ 
Justification 
SEVIMRTEOT NDIOON 5 ol aek ohn eye oi eeu e cue ensued Bias 
Funds requested for 
Statement - 
Moisture conserv ation, ‘funds requested for 
Schedule of program 1950-52 { 
Power receipts, estimated .. 454, 2020 
Palo Verde weir, California 503 
Statement _ --- iis a 507 
Projects, repayment out ‘of net revenues : ‘ 454 
Rehabilitation, funds requested for : ; 447 
Schedule of program, 1950-52- 
eo a, 
Projects: 
Alaska - 
All-American Canal project, Arizona-California_ 474, 480, 498, 542, 552, 
1335, 1432, 1433, 1435, 1454, 1955, 2155, 2159, 2167, 2190, 2225 
Agreement between State and Interior Departments... 2161, 2164 
California Legislature joint resolution (January 23, 1951)__ 1445, 
1475, 1495 


Coachella division, California: 
Coachella distribution system-___._--_---- , 
498, 500, 562, 1335 5, 1336, i481, 1998 
Coachella Valley county water district: 
Amendments requested by 1340, 1341, 1348 
Contract 1341, 1342, 1343, 1347, 1349, 1358 
POO oso os one lS eee ee xo weet 1349 
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Reclamation, Bureau of—Continued 
Projects—C ontinued 
All-American Canal project, Arizona-California—Continued 
Construction, operation, and maintenance -_---___-__- a : 
572, 1432, 1485, 2155, 
Agreement of United States to construct canal : 
Appropriation for, legislative language 
Cost, operation, and maintenance 
Financial statement_-- 
Funds for: 
Allotment from reclamation fund as 
1971, 1972, 1985, 1986 
Amendments requested __-- .~» 1968 
Amendments in language requested ______ ia 1965 
Proviso, effect — —- 1966, 1986 
Budget estimate, amendment restoring requested__ 1433 
Point of order raised __- a dit ssn LOGO 
House action, appeals from, basis po 55 
House report_-_-- nos 17. 
Maintenance, funds asked for____- 199 
Operation, by Government, through re fusal to declare 
canal completed ieédwesnde ‘ é .-. 1993 
Headworks, problems een Re gl snar eae — 569 
Queries regarding pcos shete ashe plein 542 
Statements te ed 553, 1336, 1340 
Effect of declaring canal completed _ _ —- dea nat 1967 
Imperial division: 
Alamo canal ... 1462, 1464, 1465, 1475, 1484, 1490, 1978 
Andrade works ; ante 1462, 1471, 1977 
Imperial Dam woo miereee : Z 1335, 
1436, ‘ ; 1 149, 1451, ‘ 15 2, 1453, 1460, 1461, 
l ~ : 169, 147 { 1477, 1480, 1481, 1975. 
irrigati i California _ 561, 
"1 135, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1440, 1441, 
1459, 1461, 1464, 1465, 1466, 
1476, 1479, 1492, 1495, 1946, 


) 
‘ 


Contract : 1449, 1481, 1486, 1956, 2160, 2167 
Objections by Arizona Senators and organiza- 

tions a . 1993, 1996, 1997, 1999, 2002 

Obligations under et : aes 1983, 1984 


Validity RR ace wie, a 
Court action proposed to decide icc ee 
District offer of operation and maintenance to 
State Department. .. 1440, 1988 
Position of State Department 1442, 
1989, 2225, 2226, 2227 
Fees, special counsel, paid by California water 
interests ds . 2015 
House motion by Hon. John Phillips supported 1955 
Operation, statutory right under contract__.._. 1974, 1979 
Opposition to further funds for Bureau_-_ _- isa, Sy 
1436, 1478, 1479 
Power, development, statutory right .~ 1973 
Repayment contract. : Mien Acoicnaelorae) ees 
Statements before House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, 1949-_-_-.-- .. 1468 
Water dispute with Arizona- Peat 1442, 1443, rg 
Pilot Knob check and wasteway- ; Pi ia 3 
1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1441, 55, 1456, 60, 
1461, 1464. 1466, 1468, 1469. 1470, 1471, 147: 6, 
1477, 1478, 1480, 14838, 1486, 488, 1981, 
Siphon Drop wwe Saeliwee idee Saeey Same, Bto0, 1976 
Irrigation contracts, abrogation, by appropriation amend- 
ment : as seer wre ee ade acre brik An LO eee ke 
Laguna Dam, Arig... . tate qin wh eas arc) ehtgcee | a 
1446, 1447, 1449, 1450, 1453, 1467, 1484, 1975 
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Mexican Water Treaty _. 548, 545, 554, 555, 563, 564, 565, 566, 
1439, 1454, 1473, 1482, 1488, 1961, 1965, 1968, 1987, 2160 
Meera: 34 aiken Benenden eo banal bs nc sniiibins OOK aE 
Interchange of correspondence, Secretary of State and 
Secretary of Interior__ 548, 555, 563, 564, 1458, 1474, 2165 
Protocol . wtieees .... 1987, 2160, 2162, 2163 
Provisions for Government operation - - y 2161, 216% 
Senate reservations__ ee eel: _. 1985, 1986, 1987 
Violation ; 1988 
United States agencies, jurisdiction and functions... 557, 1459 
Water allocation under Herd ‘ 1981, 2166 
Morelos Dam, Mexico, operation, problems__ 568, 569, 1488, 1978 
Yuma irrigation district, Arizona: 
No repay obligation assumed by__. : . 1980 
Reclamation contract with- 4 . 2169 
Transport of water to 198] 
-Authorized, lack , 1566, 1579 
Belle Fourche project, South Dakota si _ 1180, 1187 
Bitter Root project, Montana : osshantce = ee 
Boise project, Idaho: . 
Anderson Ranch Dam. _.. 1646, 1647 
Payette division_. .. 483, 582 
Black Canyon Dam 1577 
Boulder Canyon project, Arizona- Nevada 474, 480, 511 
Boulder Canyon Project Act 1434, 
1435, 14387, 1446, 1488, 1444, 1445, 1446, 1454, 1459, 1469, 1471, 
1475, 1481, 1482, 1491, 1493, 1957, 1960, 1968, 1972, 1982, 1984, 
2168. 
Power, development, statutory rights of irrigation dis- 
tricts 1973 
Water-delivery provisions 1973 
Hoover Dam: 
Costs, repayment 1969, 1970 
Operation and maintenance 1970 
Power-plant units 511 
Buffalo Rapids project, Montana, first division 183, 588 
Cachuma project, California {8$1, 513, 1368 
Statements 515, 1368, 1370 
Telecote tunnel 513 
Carlsbad project, New Mexico 1156 
Central Valley project, California 4122, 
173, 481, 516, 1331, 1362, 1363, 1408, 1867, ¢ ‘ 
American River development 
Appropriations, Federal 
California Water Project Authority, reeommendations 
Contra Costa canal 
Funds for, House cut 
Pardee Dam 
Statements 
Costs, repayment, per acre 
source 
Summary 
Delta cross channel 1 
Delta- Mendota canal 1362, 1364, 1409, 1 
Delta steam-electric plant 
Elverta-Sacramento switchyard esx 1418, 
Folsom power facilities 
Friant Dam 
Friant-Kern canal 
Funds requested for 
Breakdown 
By Gov. Earl Warren 
House cut 
Restoration requested 


Inno 


Im OO 


36 
12: 


I, 
a 


e 


NO + mo 


S +> de de DO 


I SN Dee NW wT 


— 








INDEX 


Reclamation, Bureau of—Continued 
Projects—Continued 
Central Valley project, California 
Irrigation: 
Acreage, total 
Canals, Sacramento Valley 
Contracts, validation 


Continued 


Distribution system 482, 1409, 1412, 
Facilities 533 
Irrigation districts: 
Contra Costa 181, 53% 
Ivanhoe 
Operation and construction costs, repayment 
Keswick Dam and Reservoir 
Madera canal 1422 
Power plant, private, acquisition 
tadio network, proposed 
Rates for wholesale firm power service 
Shasta Dam: 
Power, allocation 
Power plant and switehyard 
Publie utility district 
Status 
Statement, correction 
Tracy pumping plant 1364, 1423 
Tracy switchvard 
Transmission lines 
Bonneville Power Administration interconnection 
528, 1272,1274, 1278, 1872 
House report 73 
Need for, as defense project 
Shasta, Calif.-Klamath Falls, Oreg_ - 
Statement on 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1937- 
Supplemental estimate for 1277 
Justification 1277 
Construction 
Funds for, House cut 516, 
Reclamation Bureau requests approved 
Pacitic Gas & Electrie Co 
Keating amendment, effect 
Opposition 


Pacific Gas «& Electric Co 
Power neece ad 


1875, 1893 


Progress 1413 
Kast side lines 
Folsom-Kiverta loop 518, 520, 521, 1334, 1870 


Folsom-Elverta-Sacramento line 

(Government lines, proposed 

Keswick-Shasta Dam and substation 

Keswick-Tracy line 

Shasta-Tracy 

Tracv-Ames line 
Contract with 

Aeronauti 


line 
line 


National 


Tracy-Contra Costa-Clavton-Ygnacio line and 
stations 1333 

Tracy-Livermore-Ames line 

West side lines 517, 1419 


Wheeling contracts 

Power, sale to Colorado River Commission of 
Proposed contract 
Collbran project, Colorado, construction: 

Funds requested for 
Amendment in language requested 
Justification 
Planning funds requested for 
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1416, 1429 


ISSO 
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Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado -__-__ ___- aii 
474, 482, 549, 1665, 1686, 1700, 
Construction program, revised 
Table 
House report 
Leyner switching station 
Transmission lines: 
Colorado - - -_- 
Kstes—Leyner line, ‘Colorado_.___- 549, 1665, 1667, 1668, 
Keating amendment, effect 
Estes Park-Pole Hill line, 
Extent 


Wheeling contracts: 
Colorado Publie Utilities Co F 
Public Service Co. of Colorado ___- 1669 
Colorado River projects, Arizona-( ‘alifornia-Nev ada, interre- 
lation —__- 581 
Columbia Basin proje ct, W ashington__- eae Seat). Te 
486, 1164, 1165, 1209, 1238, 1584 
Foree-account work___- 1238 
Pumping, start- 1165 
Repayments to reclamation fund_______. 1586 
Davis Dam-Parker Dam operation, Arizona-( ‘alifornia_________ 454 
Davis Dam project, Arizona-Nevada , é 511 
Deschutes project, Oregon, north unit 35, 1161 
Development, selection for, procedure 430 
Eden project, Wyoming_-_--__- 1168 
Eklutna project, Alaska si 480 
Farms on, demand__._______-_- 1268 
Fisca! year 1952, list_- : 478 
Fort Peck project, Montana_ ie , 484, 589, 1223 
Facilities, transfer from Department of Army, ee 
amendment requested_. be Sas a 1223 
Justification. __...___- ae 1224 
Statement inate ees ss 1225 
Transmission lines: 
Glendive- Williston__ _ _ - Sis as ws sic 591 
Havre-Shelby_-_-- Sg ta A cS aod au 590 
Taber amendment, effect ; a ms 592 
Wheeling contract, Montana-Dakota Utilities Co____- 591 
Fort Sumner project, New Mexico___-_____- : .. 485, 1156 
Funds for, fiscal vear 1952, House cuts 5 458 
Gila project, Arizona . 480, 497, 1551, 1554, 1557, 2004, 2005 
Wellton- Mohawk division: 
Construction, progress - - . 1551, 1555, 1556 
Distribution system, funds reque ested for__.-----_ li 556, 1557 
Funds requested by Bureau, House cut... _-. 1552, 1558 
Effect ae uikad ales bs bee 
Irrigation, water for, source__.________-_- : oxvawy “oe 
Re ‘payment to Government bike baa, WOO, ee 
Grand Coulee irrigation project, Washington. Di ctf cae af 431 
Prevention of water loss sccmnpt nas Deneigeines 432 
Grand Valley project, Colorado _--_.....-.-------------- 1180, 1188 
Hungry Horse project, Montana__ - .. 422, 484, 592, 1208 
Funds for, unobligate .d balance as of June 30, 1951 7 594 
Irrigation-projects investigations _-_____ ‘ 429 
Kendiick project, see ee : fess > 1168 
Kern River project, California - ~~ --...---.----- 82, 541 
Kings River project, AN cg - 482 
Klamath project, Oregon-California _ - 
Veterans’ settlement program 
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Middle Rio Grande irrigation project, New Mexico BAS. ee 
1293, 1299, 13807, 1574 
Channel, emergency construction, funds requested for____._ 1291, 
1298, 1301, 1305 

Release of funds impounded under section 1214 re- 
quested ne oe .. 1292, 1302 


Route of ; ; . aiken 

Funds, carry-over, available, language suggested 37 aw 1308 

Milk River project, Montana_ ---- aot wwe ao -. 1180, 1188 
Minidoka project, Idaho: 

American Falls power division 183, 582, 1631, 1644, 1814 
American Falls power plant_ 1632, 1633, 1639, 1640, 1811, 2033 
American Falls Reservoir Jon, Se 
American Falls-Minidoka transmission line 1632, 

1634, 1640, 1644, 1814 

Idaho Power Co., power-expansion program . 1637, 1649 

Power rates j ; . .. 1648, 1936 

Statement bid 1631, 1642 

Irrigation power costs 1635 

Keating amendment, effect —. 583 
Northside pumping division be 5 1574, 1634 
Missouri River Basin project 114, 
465, 479, 488, 1197, 1248, 1572, 1579, 1588, 1765, 1844 

Agencies participating , ; 193 
Funds requested for : 1271 

Allotments, annual appropriation act, history, table__ : 114 

Archeological investigations, amendment requested 1227, 

1232, 1233 

Justification , Be 228 

Big Horn Basin division, Montana-Wyoming: Owl Creek 
unit, Wyoming. 1265, 1576 


Anchor Dam, Mont.__..- ; see 


Construction, funds requested for, justification 2099 


Bostwick division, Nebraska—Kansas 488, 1259 
Franklin canal: 
Budget estimate, House cut 
Classification as ‘new start” ‘ce _... 1501 
Cost, estimate 35 : ak lt IP ce 1502 
House report__-- , RE tel Dake arte _ 1502 
Harlan County Dam en ae ee .. 1501, 1503 
Boysen division, Wyoming: Boysen unit. .. 488, 1257, 1265 
Five Mile Creek, soil and moisture conservation work... 1257 
Cannonball division, North Dakota: Cannonball unit 1576 
Cheyenne division, Wyoming-South Dakota: 
Angostura unit, South Dakota ; - 188 
Keyhole unit, Wyoming ; Poca .. 488 


St 5 1965, 1843 
Keyhole Dam, opposition._.._.... 1843, 1849, 1858, 1862 
Status : i . 
Mineral rights, reservation to original owner 
Columbus division, Nebraska: Lower North Loup unit 
Completion date : 
Dams, under construction a 
Frenchman-Cambridge division, Nebraska_. 
Budget estimate, House cut__- oats 
Distribution system, construction___- 
Repayment contracts, statement 
Funds for: 
Budget estimate 
House cuts 
Restoration requested 
Unobligated, estimate for June 30, 1951, table. 
Grand division, South Dakota: Shadehill unit 
Heart division, North Dakota: 
Dickinson unit 
Heart Butte unit 
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Helena-Great Falls division, Montana: Canyon Ferry unit. 489, 869 
House report 474 
Lower Big Horn division, Montana-Wyoming: Yellowtail 
unit, Montana ood 866, 1575 
Transmission lines: 
sillings, Mont S66 
Miles City, Mont 867 
Yellowtail Dam : _ 2087 
Marias division, Montana: lower Marias unit 1575, 
2080, 2081, 2084 
Construction, funds requested for 2080, 2081 
Justification 2081, 2098 
Section 1214, effect 2083 
Tiber Dam 2083, 2085 
Middite Loup division, Nebraska: Sargent unit 2060 
Construction, funds requested for 2060 
Justification 2098 
Cost, total 2065 
Milburn diversion dam 2065, 2067 
Missouri-Souris division, Montana-North Dakota: 
Devils Lake unit, North Dakota 1576 
Jamestown unit, North Dakota 1197, 1199, 1200, 1576, 2067 
Jamestown Dam, construction, funds requested for. 2067, 
2070, 2072, 2076, 2077, 2086 
Amendment to be presented 2070 
Missouri-Souris Projects Association, resolutions 1198 
North Dakota Legislature, resolution 1197, 2094 
Project phase, advancement recommended 2073 
Missouri diversion unit, Montana 1575 
Montana-North Dakota projects, 1951 funds impounded 
under section 1214 2085 
Moreau River division, South Dakota: Bixby unit 1576 
Nebraska irrigation projects, statement 169 
North Dakota pumping division: Fort Clark unit SY 
North Platte division, Wyoming. See Oregon Trail division, 
W voming. 
Oregon Trail division, Wyoming: Glendo unit 89, 1252 
Guernsey Reservoir, siltation 1256 
Phase A projects, list 79, 2, 1573 
Phase B investigations 1573 
funds for, restoration requested 1268 
Phase C investigations 193 
Funds for, restoration requested 1269 
Phase D projects, funds for, restoration requested 1270 
Power from project 1784, 7! D. 7 A. L789 
Power rates: 
lowa 
Minnesota 
Reservoirs, recreational use, amendment requested 
Justification 
Smoky Hill division, Kansas: Cedar Bluff unit 
Solomon division, Kansas: Kirwin unit 
South Platte division, Colorado: Narrows unit 
Three Forks division, Montana: Crow Creek unit 191, 869, 
Transmission division 
Advance construction 
Billings- Yellowtail line, Montana 1660 
Canyon Ferry-Great Falls line, Montana 1661 
Canyon Ferry-Three Forks-Anaconda line, Montana 1661, 
1663 
Crow Creek, Mont., substation 1287 
Duplication 2119, 2125, 2128 
Funds for lines, amount requested 1733 
House action, opposition 1701 
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Transmission division—Continued Page 

Garrison Dam-Forman, N. Dak., line _- 2129 

lowa lines 1783, 1784, 1792, 1794, 2134, 2144, 2146 

Miles City-Yellowtail lines and substations, Montana_ 491, 

1287, 1661, 1664 


1731, 
7 


Minnesota lines 
| 
| 
» 


6, 


1763, 


1791, 


‘ 
‘ 
1 
i 


‘ooperatives, power problems 


Facilities under construction 
Minnesota substations 
North Dakota lines 
Omaha substation, Nebraska 
Power-distribution system, total estimated cost, de 
statement 
Radius 
Sioux Citv, Lowa, line 
Sioux Citv-Omaha line, lowa- Nebraska 
Sioux City-Sibleyv line, lowa 
Sioux City-Storm Lake line, Iowa 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak.-Worthington, Minn., line 
South Dakota lines, advance construction, funds re- 
quested for, table 
Integration 
Statement 
Storm Jake-Dennison-Harlan-Omaha line, Iowa-Ne- 
braska 191], 
Williston, N. Dak.-Glendive, Mont., line 
Wvoming, approved by Budget Bureau 
Yellowtail—Billings line and substations, Montana 191, 
Upper Republican division, Colorado—Kansas: St Francis 
unit 
Wheeling contracts 1683, : 
lowa Power & Light Co 
Iowa Public Service Co 2140, 
Minnesota power companies 
Northern States Power Co 
Otter Tail Power Co 
Power rates 
White division, South Dakota: Pine Ridge unit 
Wvoming projects, statements regarding 
Yellowstone division, Montana—North Dakota: 
Cartwright unit, North Dakota 
Sadie Flat unit, Montana 
Sidney unit, Montana 
Municipal water-supply projects, development 
North Platte project, \W voming—Nebraska 
Okanogan project, Washington 
Original program, percent authorized 
Orland project, California 
Owvhee project, Oregon-Idaho 
Palisades project, Idaho—Wyomins 583, 1574, 1812, 2029, : 
Palisades Dam: 
Cost to date 
Funds requested to complete 
Justification 2033, 2095, 2099 
Size and benefits 2030, 2031, 2036 
Total estimated cost ; 2039 
Transmission system ; 583, 1812 
Load demands and supply, table 587 
1onia project, Colorado 183, 582 


anning, advance, benefits 1578 
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Power revenues 2020 
Progress . i 421 
Provo River project, ‘Utah 85, 1163, 2109, 2112 
Salt Lake aqueduct and Provo tunnel 1163 
Rehs abilitation and betterment, existi rojects 487, 1179, 1181 
Act cited ’ i timeain Saeeee Te 
Action by irrigation projects aia 
Authorization 1184, 1185 
Costs, repayment_---- Becta 1194 
Schedule, 1951 and 195 52, ‘table ; 1182 
Reimbursements, status _-_-_- me : pe ereioess 431 
Rio Grande project, New Mexico-— Texas__ ; re 485 
803, 1160, 1180, 1210, 1291, 2102, 2224 
Effect of drought__----- ie 1160, 1294 
Electric cooperatives, coordination of plans. with Reclama- 
tion Bureau 824, 830 
Generation facilities requeste .d, feasibilit y study 828 
Representatives, statements 816-866 
Elephant Butte Dam _- . share oa 804, 1294 
Rio Grande River, low runoff____- 809, 1294 
Water consumption, by trees and plants 1296 
Sediment _ - Ge ald Vawkan: Cae 
Dredging plans__ é' = 1297 
 ncnngg Government, water rights ne Ae 
Power, for defense inst allations_____- _.. 809, 814, 835 
REA Administrator’s statement__--.- <a 
REA systems, New Mexico (northe rn) and Colorado, data 


OMe eae 
Relations with private utilities in area____-__-_-- 805, 835 
Rio Grande system power, estimate d potential market 
Steam plant, Espanola, N. Mex. 

Estimated cost-__------- 
Propose .d construction 306, 831 


REA funds available for 808 
Substations, estimated costs- - - 
Transmission lines, New Mexico and Colorado c 803, 
806, 807, 808, 834, 2224, 2228 
Estimated cost — - 807, 808, 813, 841 
Funds requested for__- 
Oty DMI 22. Sehiick. oes Shad ua cnnun ea 
Justification 
Legal aspects 
Question of construction by “REA_- 
Repayment to Government----_- 
San Luis Valley line __ 826, 1672, 1673, 2102 
Riverton project, Wyoming 487, 1169, 1172, 1181, 1190, 1258 
Funds, unobligated _ - 1171 
Reason for____- 1172, 1174 
fe. Jcwcue! 1175 
Muddy Ridge canal, estimated costs , jit: Se 
Statement on status and costs.________- j eivles sae 
Salt River project woe 3 1179, 1183 
San Diego aqueduct, California, se scond bs arrel, authorization. ___ 429 
San Luis Valley project, ( ‘olorado , eke gees 483, 582 
Santa Barbsra County project, California KG bEene. © wae 
Santa Barbara County Water Agency, statement putes? — ae 
Scheduled for completion during fiscal year 1952, list 456 
Shoshone project, Wyoming 487, 1176, 1181, 1191, 1262 
Solano County project, Caiifornia___--- _.. 538, 1382, 1404, 1933 
Cost of project : 1389, 1400 
Repayment -__- biiasr et es i swan LAD 
Funds for, supplementé al re quest - Pp .-. 13899 
Irrigation report ch tleaies Pewee . 1395 





INDEX XXXV 


Reclamation, Bureau of—Continued 
Projects—Continued 
Solano County project, California—Continued Page 
Monticello Dam 1384, 1404, 1407, 2230 
Capacity, proposed 1389 
Construetion, funds requested for ; 1406 
Data 1384 
Engineering and initial construction, funds requested 
for 3 aia 1388, 1393 
Monticello Reservoir, water supply 1398 
Preconstruction activities 1398 
Solano flood-control and water-conservation district, act 
creating : 1396 
Water supply, allocation 193: 
Water use, in area aid a ; . 1se 
Summary 1290, 1567 
Sun River project, Montana 184, 1180, 1191 
Tucumeari project, New Mexico 185, 1156 
Vale project, Oregon 1192 
Vermejo project, New Mexico 1157, 1574 
W. C. Austin project, Oklahoma 185, 1161 
Weber Basin project, Utah 1574, 2040, 2051, 2053, 2094, 2112 
Construction, initiation, funds requested for 2041, 
2042, 2054, 2057, 2058, 2109 
Justification 2096 
Cost, total 2051 
Weber Basin conservancy district, organization 2049 
Yakima project, Washington: 
Kennewick division 1575, 1587, 2022, 2026, 2027 
Construction, funds for: 
Denial by Budget Bureau 2023 
Justification 2097 
Restoration of reclamation estimate requested. 2025, 2026 
Kennewick irrigation district, need for additional land 2028 
Roza division 186, 1167, 1181, 1192 
Yuma project, Arizona 1180, 1437, 
1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1484, 1485, 1974, 1980, 1981, 2168 
Palo Verde irrigation district, California j 2000, 2173 
Yuma County Water Users’ Association, Reclamation con- 
tract with ; 2175 
Yuma irrigation district, Arizona: 
No repay obligation assumed by 1980 
Reclamation contract with 2169 
Transport of water to 1981 
Reclamation fund, All-American Canal, allotment for 1965, 
1971, 1972, 1985, 1986 
Columbia Basin project, Washington, repayments to “ 117 
Reclamation law, explanation 123 
Reclamation program, curtailment by ‘‘no new starts’’ policy — - 3, 2024 
Estimated remaining costs 137 
National Reclamation Association statement _ 1561 
Present, completion date Qt) eee 37 
Reserve funds, explanation 1304 
Taber amendment. See Construction and rehabilitation, funds. 
Transmission lines: 
Congressional policy : ee 104 
Attacks on ; ; ; oe 105 
Construction: 
Funds for: 
Appropriation requested ; a 1676;.1713 
Budget estimate, House cut 4, 406 
Keating amendment, effect 3, 
1, 21, 42, 50, 407, 532, 550, 583, 869, 1239, 1241, 1331, 1332, 
1334, 1365, 1413, 1544, 1554, 1558, 1681, 1682, 1683, 1686, 
1687, 1689, 1693, 1697, 1700, 1701, 1703, 1705, 1706, 1707, 
1714, 1876, 2105, 2114, 2149, 2159, 2190, 2224. 
Clarification of language requested Sie aaa ae 
Text Boas Eko 407 
New Mexico_. >» a 
Opposition... _._- 1659, 1660, 1663, 1664, 1672 
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ciation 1570, 1581 
Wheeling eontracts 20, 42, 406, 550, 1241 
Carrying power, beyond State line 1914 
Idaho Power Co 1241 
Keating amendment, effects 241, 13832, 1366, 141; 
List AS 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co 
Montana Power Co 243, 1659, 1660, 
Northwestern Public Service Co 
Otter Tail Power Co 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co : 
"1332, 1868, 1882, 1884, 1885, 1886, 1895, 1898, 1913 
Power rates a 1878, 1910 
Power contract provisions, general 9051 
Public Service Co. of Colorado 1245, 1675, 1676, 1688, 1702 
Power rates 1676 
Revenues, received by Interior Department 2 
Rural Electrification Act, legislative nistory 1942 


Ss 
Short amendment (House) 603, 632, 
642, 651, 700, 707, 723, 726, 735, 739, 740, 751, 753, 754, 763 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., Nevada, contract with Pacifie Gas & Eleetric Co., 
California 1916 
Southeastern Power Administration ee 
14, 873, 1013, 1069, 1327, 1832, 1940, 2092 
Acting Administrator’s statement S76 
Appropriations, fiscal vear 1951 875 
Language changes 1098 
Construction: 
Funds for: 
Amendment requested 873 
Justification 874 
Budget estimate 873, 875 
House cut 873 
Partial restoration requested 873, 875 
Ford amendment (House 1012 
House report 873 
South Carolina Pubhie Service Authority, statement 1328 
Wage rates, private companies 2093 
Wage rates, public power districts 2092 
Continuing fund: 
Activities possible under 925 
Amendments requested 917 
Justification 917 
Budget estimate , 916 
House eut 916 
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